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Robert SpearmanEfq* 



Sir, 

AS the following Tra<fb took 
their rife from &me agret- 
'• able converfation I had wirfi yob^ 
and foinc of ouF worthy friea<ife, 
a* about 



three years fince, concerning the 

..late Mr. J, Hutchmfofii Writings 

and PiTcoveries j and were at iirft 

drawn up in a loofcr way, for your 

and their private perufal ^ I hope 

you will allow me the liberty, now 

. that they are revifed, and fubroitted 

- to the judgrticnt of the public, tA 

. infcribing them to you : Both as a 

teftimony of the Refpeft I bear you, 

and which I readily take this op^ 

portunity of acknowledging, and as 

a proof of the true fenfe I have of 

your Moderation and Candour; 

Who, tho' you are ftrongly attached 

to Mr; H.'s principles, revere his 

.meniory, and have the propagation 

of his difcovcries greatly at heart, 

, €m y?t 4t^en4 with great patience, 

:. ' : and 
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-and reply with great calmtieis (as I 
have fufficiehtly cxperiehced) to 
thofe, whofe fentimehti are widely 
different from your own, itt regard 
to his Writings, and the ufefulnefi 
to be reaped from them. 

Whbn the former of thefe trads 
was very early, and in its iirft care-? 
Icfk dreis intruded with you, in the 

winter 1747, ^^ ^^^ ^^^ 7^^ f^9f^ 
difcouraging niy enquiries, or being 
offended at my exceptions agaii^f^ 
Mr. Catcofs account of the Elakitn^ 
that you rather encouraged me> 
and €a(:prdred. your Ayifhcs, :thaC 
every part o( Mr. H's plan, againft 
which any objedipns- have been 
made, niight be fully confidered 
,and thoroughly canvalTed : (to which 

a 3 effcd 



^fled.you have likewife exprefied. 
yourfclf {ince, ift yout Preface tQ 
Ms fForksi.) And as I have attempted^ 
to do this in two leading points oi; 
capital articles, and have entered 
into a particular and doEfe difcu{^ 
fion of two words, on the interpre- 
tation of which, as git^en hf htm^ 
inery great ftrcfs is laid by die Gen* 
Yemeni who efpoufe his cai^fe i t 
^refume not 6R\y en yhixt af^et^t^ 
knee of thefe E^ys (foch a» thtf 
ht, I hope ihof^nfiVe at leaft) but 
Alfo on yottr reidy allowance, diat 
. diey IhouM ht addfefil&d to jtmt*^ 
(tWi Affuiing ytni at the.f^me 
ti«^/ that I ha^ehot ^« f^ de^ 
iign or thought of engaging yoci 
liereby iii' the JDif^te ag^fl yoo^ 



Inclin^tloii, nor any ^pe^tatioi^, that 
you will think yourfclf obliged to 
iieply to wh^Xl tht^i o&x ypu, hov 
caiy foev^r it may be in your judg^' 
ment to refute me. You! are, I am 
perfu^d^d. Tenable, that^ beiides t^e 
QiQtives abovementioned, I had a 
further inducement to make thi$ ufe 
of your Name a|id Friendfhip iq the 
puUiCation of theie papcr8> which 
was, that, by pefixing thi9 li^tter to 
my Preface, I might with njore ^d-» 
irantj^ge inf9rm. my Readers, elpeci- 
^lly thofe of thqxi, who, with you, 
adopt ' Mr. H.^s Syftcm, of the mo-^ 
tives, upon which I firft dre^ up 
iSbttt pieces^ and now inake dhem 
public 

' a 4 Yoo 



Vou know, Sir, more of my iett-» 
timents concerning Mr. H^'and hh 
fTorhy than is heedful, or even may 
be proper to irientioii hfere. I have 
ever thought his Gemus aiid his z^- 
pticaiton extraordinary, and I would 
by no means derogate from any 
praifes he may be juftly iiititled to 
on thofe accounts. I have ever been' 
ready to allow, that there are, mfome 
parts oOm Works, things both ufefut 
and curiousy tho* frequently render- 
ed lefs entertaining by his flighting 
of method, and his . peculiarity of 
ftyie. 

But as for his new rules of con- 
flruing the Hebrew language, and 
interpreting the Scriptures, I for- 
bear 



i)eaf tb lay any thing in this placcj* 
having delivered my fentiments about 
them, as far as my fubjeft required 
in the following (^fcourfes, and with 
the f^me freedom, which you was 
pleafed always to allow me inpri-^ 
vate converfation. . And therefore, 
what ofFence foever this liberty I 
have taken may chance to give to 
others, I can afTure myfelf it will 
give none to you. 

And Iperfuade myfelf. Sir, that, 
if there wereoccafion for it, I fhould 
Jiave your opinion in my favour, 
that 1 neither at fir ft wrote, nor do 
at preient publiih thefe pieces out of 
.any delight, that I take" in Contro- 
verfy or in Cenfures. You have, I 

be^ 



tfelieve, often heard me compkin <rf 
the conduft of this Controverfj re* 
feting to Mr. ^. and that, as far at I 
could judge, from raoft of the fpe* 
eimens I have feen of it, it hath not 
been managed on either fide with 
that decency and temper, that might 
have been reafonably ciqpc&ed» I 
have beard you Ekewiie complain of 
thcie angry debates* How it has 
been my defire and aim to keep, ^ 
clear as I could, from what you and 
1 thus blame in others. Ami if I have 
been fo unlucky, as to have dropped 
iany thing unwarily, that fliall pro- 
voke the refentments of any of Mfl 
H*s friends and followers, I fhall far- 
mient my misfortune, and refer myi- 
Telf, and what I have written, to the 

more 



more candid and calm judgment o£ 
yourfelf, and of fuch of your friends, 
as are of your difpofition and tern- 
per. 

I remain. Sir, 

Rothbuiy, Sept. 
"» »75o. with all refpea. 

Your obedient 

and faithful fervant 



Tho. Sharp. 
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SOMETHING it may be proper to ad* 
vertife the reader of, in refped both of 
the Defign and of the Qmtenti of the foUoww 
ing Sheets. 

Few, who have read Mr. Ws works, or 
'what has bisen publiihed in defence of them 
lince his^leath, could avoid obferving the ex- 
traordinary ftreis^ that is laid on his uncom- 
mon derivation and conftrudlion of certain 
words in the Hebrew tongue, which are di- 
ftingui(hed by liimfelf, and by his followers, 
-as of great importance, to be admitted in Ks 
fenft throughout the Scriptures. 

If what he has advanqed in relation to fuch 
words, fo far as he deviates from the ufual 

rules 



rulei of conftruing the language, had been 
propounded under the hrm of learned con- 
"jcSures, or recomnaended as ufeful remarks^ 
and the reafons offered in fupport of them had 
been fubmitted, withj>roper deference to the 
juf^gbemc^otbers; 1 ihoul^ ihave been, for 
rty-part; i;^ery-1it<le difjbfed "to take excep- 
tions againft them, or to difcoverany of my 
own fufpicions about them ; being as wiU 
ling to overlook what I think amifs in con-* 
je&mdB fi frtDpMnikdy as f an!i re^dy to cqb^- 
«riend, if not alfo'to admit and embrace, whafS- 
iri«rer I -apprehend is teaflypromifing kidient 
But Mr. HJs Etymologies and inft^prctatioris 
^qf ksftxsX w^Sy^wbtcb*oQ9ur jdmplikiCf ery 
ge^ qJF Scripture^ ;ha9e been .deliveced to ilsfi 
wrld in aootber ftylcj. andrtooder. anotlMr 
ji«^^«'v», 8« certain iru^, not eslyjjftpp 
j>ily di&overed aficr bei^gio^gixMioe^edAR^ 
j^guifeil hf 8$)oA»te Jm^ ^^ ^ 99m 
linwed beyond eoo^radiiSiktii. jNsA 1^ dot 

aions on the wwftknefe «f iftfcrpr^tei^Jo-gft- 
neral, and the ignorance of our Tranflators 
li^th? iB;i^'ii^ particular. 

Surely 



Surely the matter, when prc^XMindcd in 
riti& view, calls for a fingukr attention, and 

l^e more fo when we are told £x)m the /»^ 
J^V, as well as from the pre/i, that thcfe ncw^ 
Jy ro(k)red conftrudioD? are oeceflary to be 

admitted for the light underiianding of tkit ' 
. fitbrew Scripture, and for BaJlj perceiving 
4be proofs of Cbrifiimity contained in them. 

Every one mud and will judge for him- 
fel^ concerning the trdth of fuch rcfn-efenta* 
tions : And inquifUive perfons will be apt to« 
enquire pretty ftrliflly into the foundation of 
them, while people of warnier tempers wHl 
be as apt> without exanaination, to be J&ee in 
their cenfures of them. 

l?N;the primed Coiitroverfy, that ^rofcfi-om 
fJk. Qai$fs Sermon, the merits of the Que- 
ilion were not, in my opinion, iiifHciently a»- 
leaded to, or &illy reached. And I imagined, 
that if fome of the principal words, which 
rare i»fifted upon by Mr. C. and others, as 
rigMy derived and expkiiied by Mr, H. fiich, 
4pr ip&inoe« ^ Ekldmy Berith, Hbaim. 

Cberubimy 
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Cherubim^ Sbcmim^ and Shemofh^ were but 
once clofely examined, and thoroughly con- 
fidered ; and it could be fhewn to rcafonable 
fetisfaflioh, that Mv.HJs conftrudlion of them 
-(however reprefented as indifputabU) ftoocl, 
at beft, on a precarious foundation ; it would 
ib far weaken and difcrcdit his whole fuper- 
ftni<aure rcfting on thcfe cwner ftoues, and 
fo materially affed his whole plan, as to; ren- 
der any further examination of it fuperfluourf. 
At leaft I apprehended an attempt of this 
'kind, foberly and candidly rhadc, would tencl 
more to the difcovery of the truth, aiid give 
more content to ingenuous minds, than couM 
poflibly be hoped for -f rom the method taken 
on both fides, in the late controverfy aboY<* 
mentioned. 

These thoughts, the purfujt of which 
happened to be favoured at the time Ifirft 
entertained thena, with more than ordinary 
leifure, put rne on the attempt of re-examiii- 
ihg and difcufiing fome of thefe capital word$ 
in the difputc. Among which, Elabim and 
Beritb feemed to claim the firft confideration, 
both on account of their importance^ to be 

rightly 
4 



Hghtly lifa^erfiood and truly tranflated, aqd 
ttf their confequence in Mr. HJ^s fyftcm, and 
their (landings as it were^ foremoft in his ca- 
talogue of miibken and miftranflated words 
in the common verfion? of the Old 7^^- 
ment. 

'My rcafdn for thrdwing thefe difcourfes 
Into the form of Remark§ on Mr. C/i Sermon)^ 
rather than on Mr. Wf own writings, was 
thfe, viz. that the Sermon itfelf took its titte 
fiom one of my fubjedsj and gave me fulj 
fcope in its contents to treat at large upoa 
both. Mr. C fecnjcd to m? to have brought 
together into one fummary view what lie^ 
more detached and difperfed in Mr, Wf 
workSi efpecially on the article oi Elahimi 
And alfo as he was prefumed to be altogether 
ivefi acquainted with Mr. 11, \ fentiments, and- 
to be matter of his whole plan, I thought I 
could be more fure of Mr. iJ/s megning^ 
frpm Mr, C.^s way of exprefling it, than if X 
had gueflcd at it myfelf froni Mr. H.V kis 
perfpicuous manner of writing. . 



Yjkt I have not fo confined myfelf to the 
Sermon^ as to negledl what other authors on 
the fame fide have faid, or even what Mr.H. 
himfelf hath wrote^ as often as I could be fo 
certain of his meaning, as not to be in danger 
of mifreprefcnting him. 

But I am fcnfible it may be thought an ob- 
je&ion to the publication of thefe Difiertations 
at this time^ that the learned author of the 
difcourfe, upon which they are formed, is not 
now alive to anfwer for himfelf. I had indeed 
been advifed by one, who knew him well, to 
fend them to him while living ; which might 
have prevented this objedlion. But I have no 
other way to obviate it now, than by reply- 
ing, that as I am not confcious, that I have 
made any one perfonal refledlion upon him, 
but have treated him with all due refpedt and 
decency, and have confidered his opinions 
and arguments no otherwife than as Mr. JEf.is 
efpoufed and patronized by him ; in which 
all the gentlemen on the fame fide of the 
queftion, will probably look upon themfelvcs 
to be concerned, and take their liberty of re- 
plying to whatever they (hall think wrong in 

my 
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my exceptions to his difcourfe; I fay, for 
thefe reafons, I Hope the objedlion, juft now 
mentioned, will not be thought y& material^ as' 
that it fliould have obliged nae totally to fup- 
prefs thefe papers: and efpecially as I have the 
dpmion of fotne of my judicious friends, that 
they, when publifhed, may be of Ibme fer- 
vice, and may perhaps induce others to take 
more words and roots into examination after 
the fame manner. 

One advantage however hath been reaped 
by my keeping them fo long unpublifced. 
For they are more improved thereby, and 
more corre<a than they were in' the firft 
draught In the year 1748, a pamphlet ih^ 
titled, A Defence of Mr. Ws Plan in anfwer 
to the Modefi Jpology^ occafioned my adding 
fomething by way of Appendix to the Differ-, 
ration on Beritbf and making fome additions^ 
by way of note to the firft piece upon EIo- 
bim. After which I comnutted them, with 
a little more confidence, to the bands of per- 
fons, whofe abilities and judgment I knew tq 
be far fuperior to my own. And in menti- 
pning this <;ircumftance, I am bound to ac- 

1> ^ know- 
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knowledge mjfelf particularly indebted tq 
Two of thcfc Learned Perfons, fpr freely com- 
municating to me their fentiipents on whalf 
I bad drawn up ; ai^d for pointing qut to me. 
t\x6 way of amending what they judged amifsj 
and to whoie fr[endly affiftance I am alfo ber' 
bolden for aU.thofc Qbfervations made from, 
the Arabic Tongue, which will be fopnd.ii^ 
tpriperfcd among the notes*. 

The learned Editors oj Mr.Hutcbinfon^s 
Works have been pleaied to fay in their Pi^e- 
foce^ that ** Ajeim, Shemim, Cherubim, /indt 
') Beritb, 4r^^Jiifcpntefif4y\^^^\^ they have 
*f the permijii^e J^aw of all the Bijhops of ^^ 
^^Chureh to refer<A\t\ta to. the, path ar condit 
** onal eiiecrfit4<^t\y\tbe (»ve'n(mtoJ Grace Ajt 
«« tween the Ever^^blejj^ed Xrinity was cm^mr 
** ed hy, ^^.--.And to »wi^ perith be or tba^ 
f wbifb pufi^ii fo tb(p{trijury srpurifica-^. 

*^tm,^^':; '■: '.!':; ■. " . 

Tpis 1 take to be rather a rhetorical infe- 
rence^ thaii their own real ponclufipp from a 
Jilence^ which, is fo eafy to be othcrwife ac-^. 
(:Otinte(l for. !|^ut hqweyer that t)e, scs there \i 
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b6 refiraintng Law t(f the BiJhdpSy which oi* 
joins Jilenci to others ; and as the Editors 
themftlres have given encouragement to tho% 
who have 4ny thing to fay, to fpcak theit 
minds, *^ and to publijh their (djehiohs with 
« their names^' I have at lertgth figned, and 
do now deliver in my plea, purfuant to their 
diredions, in behalf of the two words, whole 
caufe I have undertaken ; to prevent, if f * 
may, the paffitig a definitive fentence^ that' 
they ate uncontefiable under Mr. Ws dcpofir 
tion of them ; or at leaft to prevent the im- 
proving fifmttt Silence into an argumeiit,that, 
they are hot dcfenfiblp in their (:omm6n acs- 
peptation. 

. I DO fiot undertake to determine, what are 
fbe true and undoubted roots of either of them? 
but only to povt (by fuch arguments as the 
p&ture of the iubjed admits of) that tbtife, 
which arc afligned by Mr. C from Mr. H^ 
^ mm the true and md&ubted rdots, iS i4 
pretendeil. Nay, that there are others affign*. 
jSd by learned men, wl^ch, tho* propounded 
with kis Anguine exprefficiA^, touching their 
ferfainty, do yet fnake a &irer pretence to be 
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the pnuine roots than thofe of Mr, H. dq 
And this is all, that feems needful for reclaim^ 
ing thofe words from the fervice, into whid 
they have been lately preii^d^ and for vindi 
eating our tranflation from the cenfures i 
hath undergone on their account. 

That the fubftance of fome objedion 
already made by another writer againft Mi 
CV Sermon, is here repeated, and an argu 
ment or two infifted upon, that have been ii 
fomeineafure urged before, is not altogethe 
to be denied, nor, if rightly confidered, to b 
blamed. For howfoever liable it may be t< 
the imputation of borrowing, yet it wa 
icarce poflible to be avoided in treating oi 
^efe fabje£ls' fully, and to any good efied) 
If among the objedions to Mr. H.U etymo 
Ipgies, fome few itale ones are here agaii 
fefved up, they ^re however dreflfed in a dif 
ferent manner ; pisrh'aps more agreeably thai 
before. And if fome of the fame argument 
are introduced again, they either come rein 
fbrced with fome additional weight, or appea 
with this additional plea in their favour, tha 
they have as nQt $s yet been replied to^ or a 
.;. I ^ leaf 
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leaft not fatisfaftorily anfwered* Many things 
however are new^ that is, not yet touched 
upon, fo far as I have feen, in this debate. 
And what may fecm wanting in the Difcourfes 
themfelves, will perhaps appear to be fup- 
plied by the Appendix and Addenda. 




I'l 
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IN enquiring after the meaning of any 
word in the H^^rif'z^) tongue, of which 
we are doubtful, the firft Queftion is^ 
whether that word be itfelf a Rooty or a De- 
rivative. And this point is frequently con- 
troverted J fome making Roots of thofe words, 
which others fay are only derived from Rgots, 
to which they feem to. bear fome immediate 
relation in letters, as well as in fignification. 
And if the Authority of the Rabbins and 
Lexicographers, be it more or lefs, be laid 
afide, many more difputes of this kind will 
arife jthan do already fubfift. 

D^nSj* is one of the words, concerning 
which learned men are divided in their fen- 
timents,' whether it be a Root or a Deriva^. 
five 5 and if the latter, whence it is derived. 
Many of them confider the Angular number 
trbn or li^a as a Root, or a word to exprefs 

B , God's 



Cod's Nature in general. And for the cort*- 
mon ufe of it in the plural number there are 
thfee folutions : i. That it was the cuftoni 
of the Canaanites^ on account of their many 
Deities, to ufe the word moftly with a plural 
termitiation r Or 2. That MoJ'esr defigned 
thereby to intimite a plurality 6f perfons ii> 
ihe true God : Or 3, That it is an Idiom of 
the Hebrew language, and hath, like feveral 
Wher words, and particularly words exprcf- 
fing fiiperiority and dominion, ajitjgukr fig- 
iiification under a plural termination *. 

Op thofe, whoconfider it as a Derivative, 
fome appreliend they find its Root in Scri- 
pture, and the Hebrew Lexicons as Sk ^ of 
f1*?K ^ But others foppofe the Root is not 
extant in the H^^r^w'Scripture^ as is the cafe 
of feveral nouns, which have no root extant 
in the language (as we now have it) fron* 
which they can be deduced, and therefore^ 
^ke this, are themfelves commonly reckoned 

* Vide Lud. Capelli Diatvde nomine Elohiniy where the 
worcj, as a Roatr is copioufly difcufled. 

*> 7t«t quod Potentiam et Robur figniiicat. Unde et Elohim 
dedufcitur. Fagius iu Exod. vi. 3. See alfo .Leigh's Crit,. 
Sac. p. 24. who mentions both roots. 

Some deduce it from. H^l* in JLalyie/worr^ and n/Kj?!' 
in Hiphil^ h caufed tafwiar. 

among 



amoftg the Roots. Some again there are, who, 
with great appearance of probability, derive 
this and feveral other nouns from Arabic 
Roots ^* 
It may not be an eafy matter^ in fo great a 
variety of opinions, to determine with any cer* 
tainty, whether any of them, or which of 
them, is the true one. Therefore modcft and 
true writers will not be forward in pofitively 
infifting on any of them, and in rejeding the 
reft peremptorily. And the rather, becaafe it 
hath not been thought, till rery lately, of any 
great confequence, which of the aforefaid opi* 
oions were admitted. Wbilft, for inftance, 
the derivation of Elobim from the verb Akb^ 
in the conftruftion oi juravit or adjuravit^ 
was confidered only as a probable conjedure, . 
k feemed to carry no more weight than other 
learned conjectures do : Nor was it thought 
worth the while to be very c^Jrious and par- 
ticular, in enquiring into the reafons of pre- 
ferring it to any of the other derivations. It 
was the opinion of fome, taken from the 
Rabbins^ that Eipab coming, as they thought, 

^ M. JoH. Paschii Diff. de Selah. Thef. Theol. p. 671. 
Pococi, and Hot tinker. And among the Lexicographers Ro- 
hiftfon. 
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froiii Alabjuravit or adjuravit^ might'bfe ifl-^ 
tcrpretcd a Judge^ and was therefore a pro- 
per name for God the Judge of the World y 
and fcveral learned men eff)oufed it *. 

The hte Mr. John Hufcbinfon was of opw 
Aion, that tyrhvt being derived from rhti, to 
take ah oatb^ fignified the Perfons of the 
Deity engaged in an Oath to perform a Cove-- 
iiant ^. And the learned Editor of Af. de Ca-^ 
iajio's Concordance at London has introduced 
this notion into that Concordance under the 
ipot jfjK juravit, &c.^c And the late Mr, 

• SuHC^ qui Judaeoruri^ Rabbino^ fecuti putant voce H/Jf 
delignari D^um fub con<i(eptu Judicis tothis muildi, atque vo^ 
lunt vocem iftam id flgnii^carew Lud. Capellus Diat. 

^ Mof. fine principio, p. 98, Vol. iii. EdJr,. 1 748, and elfe- 
where : ice the pafTages deferred to under H^K fc the indei^ 
of Hebrew wcfrds^ Vol. xii. 

c When I firft drew uptUefepapersy I had neVef feenthef 
old edition of M, de Calafio : and was fo far mifled by the 
New London edition in 1747 (the firft Volume of which warsT 
then juft publifhed) as to OKntion Af. ie Qalafio before Mr. 
Hutcbinfoni as having firft efpoufed this particular interpreta^ 
don. I fancied Mr. H, might hiv^ taken the conftru£lioni 
from M. de C. at leaft I thought he was lucky m having fO' 
good an authority on his fide. Put being lately advertifed of 
my miftake, and having received a tranfcript oiMarius*s owa 
w6rds from the Roman edition, which I afterwards collated 
with one of the old copies myfelf, I found the fentiments of 
that author^ concerning the root and interpretation of thia 
' riixi, different from thofe of his lat$ Editor, 

Catcott^ 
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Catcotty in his fermon on the Elabim^ uXk 
ViB^ that by that word are to be under Aood '. 

And now to prevent others falling into the fame miftake, a$ 
the old edition is not fo eafily to be met with, and as it is of 
fo.me cpnTequence in the prefent enquiry to know, on which 
fide of the Queflion the Authority of A/, de Calafio is to be 
claimed^ J (hall here^ive my read^s both the Author* % and 
the Editors .own words upon this article at length. 

M. de Qalafio dpth ;iot give HTK juravit, as the root of 
tp^1^K9 but refers us Xo an H^M 4iii^guiihed fro^ th^ 
«ther by its unchangeable H.. 

His own words are as follow ; 
' '* HIVK Deus^ mi\ppic liter© ft immBtabHem denptirt. 

^* plur. tD*n7K Deui. Ufurpatur enim pro Deo vero : ac 

.*' cum fingulari verbo, adje£Uvo, ant pronomine conftruitur, 
** ob Trinitatis myfterium, ut numero plurali perfonarum 
"Trinitas, fingulari ElTcnciaB Unitas innuatur. Vxo Idoiisi 
^* pro Angelis^ quorum opera Deus utitur in operibus fuia 
^' per^ciendis : denique pro Hominibus magnis et divinis^ 
^^ dignitate pracibntibus, notitiam Dei habentibus, ejafque ia 
** terra vicariis, ut funt Principes^ Propheta^ JuiiceSy quibut 
'' Deus adefl in judicii neeotiis, quique Dri judicium admini* 
. .•' ftrant." ^ "^^ 

But tihe Editor, Mr. Romaine, hatj[i thpugjit fit to fupprefs 
thisaccoupt of the word entirely, and inftcad t^icreof he giv.c's 
tts the following, viz. 

^ n /K verbum \i2l juraytt^ a^urwvit^jf/ramei^tiobltgar 
** ttone obftriaus fuit^ miM enim hapc t« p^J^ videtur cffe 
'*• Idea, ut fignificct propric quantum fit obligationis in jura- 
•^ mento, ipfam juramenti obligationem, ficut yUE^J tecum 
^^uramentum fignificat, omne illud de quo juramentum.fit. 

" Et hinc nomen illud divinum et mifericors D^j^/N, 
** yuTMtores^ FcfJeratoreSf Perfona juramento ohligata'y ef 
¥ ^uando dicitur de S. S. Trinitatis Perfonis, denotat illud 
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Perfons^ who have Jw$rn te a ct^enant^ bavi 
laid tbemjehis under a tonditional execra^ 

'* Gratis Foedus, a4 quodpcrficicndttm perfortae divinac fc ju- 
** ramento adfbinxerant : Radix enim nulla alia eft, ex qu^ 
'* dedaci poffit, et ex hac fecundom regalas grammaticales^ 
•* ct ipfam noxninis rationem, originem trahit : H ^^ hac voce 
^ radicalis eft, ft fecundttxn formationexn nUI) defledicar. 
*' Exinde patet radiccm efle propriam, et etiam de Deb poHTe 
^ praedicari. Ad hui^c modum de j uramemo divino, quod a4 
^ redemptionem noftram fpcdat, diSerit Apoftolus Heb. vi; 
*^ 1 6, 17, 1 8. Nam homines quickm per eumjurant^ qui Jit ma* 
^*jor, atque itfdem omnis controverji^e terminus eji Jusjurand^m 
** ad ecnjirmatiimem adhibit um, ^a in re Deus <volens ex ab^ 
** undanti h^eredibus prom{fflonis efiendere immutabiHiateM 
•• conjiiii fui fidejujjit jurejurando» Ut fer duas res immutabiles^ 
•■ in quihus fieri non fotefi ut mentitusfit Deus, *validam confola^ 
*' ttomm habeamus. Hinc clarc patet et Demn pofTe jurare, e^ 
** jurcjurando feadftrinxiffc pro redemptlone noftr^, ut often- 
•* deret nobis propoiiti fui immutabilitatem 5 ct Jiropterea rtq-r 
" men C^H^N in hoc fenfu proprie de Deo ufurpatur. E^ 
•* Hopiinibus lapfxs nomen hoc confolationis fummae fuit.-*« 
** Deum non pofte mentiri — Attamen Deuni fe juramentq 
** obftrinxifTe ad redimendos homines -r duo hsec inunutabilia 
<• funt, ct fidci noftrae ct fpei anchor^s, ct haec duo Vox 
^* D*n7K Clare exprimit.*' 

^he Editor indeed has made s^ previous apology for this.al- 
teration of his Author's words in his Preface to. the Reader ; at 
leaft he will pardon me, if I prefume it was his intention to da 
fointhc following words. 

" Fidi Editoris officio, fungi conatus fum 5 Marium ipfun^ 
*' habes ne minima quidem ex parte vel in^minutum vel exaa*- 
" £lum : Unum modo locum excipias, eumque tarn magnt 
t' quidem moment!, ut criminis duxiflem fane, fi emendare ne^ 
^ glexifTem —"Hoc optimo feci animo, nee plus vice iimplici | 
^^ fperp igitur ct ignofcenduni." 
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tim*. And be lays, fo great a ftrefs upon this 

interpretation, as to count it indifputable. He 
reprefents it as a point of very great confe- 
<juence to be aclcnowledged and defended, as 
■ if it were -even neceflary to tbe right unden. 
ftandir^g of fome of the chief Dodrines id 
Revealed Religion. 

Tttis does indeed immediately awaken cu^ 
ftofity to examine into the truth of this Deri- 
vation^ and to iift the proofs he brings for it 
very thoroughly. And this being what I now 
propofe to do, it (hall be rpy endeavour to do 
ft fairly and candidly ; aad the rather becaufe 

His reader b no doubt Iiereby feronarned not to, be fur* 

prized, if he fhould happen to difcpver the place in the Coq-* 
,t:ordance, where this important change of words occurs. And 
to affift him a little in fuch difeovery^ the paifage itfelf Is 
printed in fuch charadler^, and iiiqliiided within fuch fiiark^, 
ij^s, to a very attentive and curious perfon, may prpvea kind 
x)f intimation of its beiag the very palTage referred to m 
the preface. And yet, notwithftanding all Jtheft notic^s^ 
jl may eficape many a reader^. Qr^ though it i^Qul^ i)Ot» yft 
the lofs of Marius's own conftruft ion will be :re|rctj;pd^ For 
Jet the reafons for the alteration appear nev^r fo ojgcnt tg tbf 
Editor f I believe thegreateft part of his ix*ad^ woAd, hav^ 
^een better pkafed to h^ve had Mcir/i^j u^corre^ed,- aB4 
would have thought themfehres more<>bliged to Mr. Romaint 
for propounding, what he had to offer in this article fepa^ 
rately, and as his own fentimeat, than bj giving it them iii 
j^e manner he hath chofen. 
* Serpion j>rcachcd at Briftol in 1735, fecond edition, p^ S. 

34 I find 
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I find the anfwcrs hitherto given to Mr. C/s 
fcrmons arc mixed with reproach and ridicule, 
which are things, that defile every difpute they 
fall into, and which no ferious and undif- 
^uifcd writer, as he feems to be, can ever 
defervc. 

Though I am far from giving up all the 
authority of punduation, yet as Mr. C. abfo- 
lutely difcards it, I (hall alfo wave it at pre^ 
fent, and try how his derivation of Elahim 
will ftand, exclufive of the points. 

I AM obliged indeed hereby to drop the 
obfervation, that is juftly made by M. de Ca-^ 
lafio^ and others, concerning the point mappic^ 
in the final radical letter of the words Pn*7K, 
and n'jK when ufed of God, and which de- 
iiotcs, that, if it be a derivative noun, it muft 
come (as all other nouns diftinguiftied by this 
mark do without exception come) from fome 
vcrb^ that hath the mappic in its final n, as 
the derivatives from naJI vMl &c. Where- 
as n^K the verb is no where thus characte- 
rized,^ and therefore no noun with the map^ 
fie in n can be regularly derived from 
Ihence. 

Nevertheless, altho' the point mappic 
be given up, the diftindtion itfelf between 

ceri. 



certain verbs and their derivatives may be 
fupported from the radical letters alone, inde-t 
pendently on the points. That is to fay, there 
are certain verbs, as rOJi and rU3, which end 
with an unchangeable n, in which that let- 
ter keeps its place in all the inflexions of 
thofe verbs, as conftandy'and invariably, as 
any other of the unchangeable letters do*. 
' And all the participles of thofe verbs, and all 
the nouns derived from them, have the lame 
immutable n ; which they preferve in their 
plural number, and with their feveral fuf^ 
fixes. 

Now D^nSx being a noun plural, the pre- 
fervation of the n in it (hews, that it mufl: 
be derived from fome perfedl verb, in whicH 
the n never changes or is loft, as □♦najl from 
nDJJ. But hSn' the verb, from whence Mr Q 
derives Elabim^ cannot be the root of it, be- 
cgufe it hath a changeable n ^ as appears iu 

* It is faid by thofe, who are knowing in the^rc^/r tongue 
(for I do not underHand it my fclf ) that the word Tt}Vi Alaba^ 
^oluity adorofvitj hath the immutable pf, which can no more be 
changed, than J or p or any other of the invariable letters. 

•> The mutable H at the end of a Hebre<w verb anfwers to 
the mutable letters K V in Arabic, Thus H*? J re'vela'vit iii 
Hebrew is l/J, of the fame fignification, in Arabic, And 
n*?Ky*''^'^'' "^ Hebrew is in Arabic *^t»f jusjurandum dedit. 
This fljLCWs, that the diftindlion, which thcjewilh grammarians 

every 



every inftancc> where it is found as a verb in 
Scripture. 

When therefore the Gentlemen, whd 
adopt Mr. Hutchinfon^s etymology, refer » 
Xyrh^ and m^je to the form of D^naj an4 
niDJ, they do it with great propriety. But 
if they refer n*?{e the verb to the fame form, 
it cannot be allowed ; becaufe n^H is formed 
like rhi and other verbs, which have the mu- 
table r?, and in all the inftances^ where it oc*. 
curs, as a verb undoubtedly, the n is wanting ; 
whereas there is no inftance in the inflexion? 
of naj where the n is omitted. Therefore 
i^is tiya cannot be the root of niVj*, whicl) 
is, as they own, formed like mSi. 

From thiseflcntial diifcrence thereforie bc^ 
tween thefe two forts of Verbs in the Hebrew 
tongue, it appears, that whatever be the root 
of EJabim^ if it hath a root, it cannot come 
from rha the verb, which is ampng the ir^ 
regular and anomalous verbs. And till this 
diftindion can be fet afide and (hewn to be 
of no force pr ponfequence (which I do not 

make between their floatable ^nd iijAiiiut^bfe n» ^* not without 
foundation. 

* Remarks oft the Obfervations, fuppofed to be wrote by 
Mr. H. himfelf, p. 3 7. H in hac voce (O^H /N) radicalis 
eft, et fecandum formationem H^^ dpftpflitp'. Mr. Romaint 
mM.de Calajh^ Concordance. 

fee 



fee has yet been done, further than by flight- 
ing the point mappiCi as modern and oi no^ 
authority) it will fe^ decifive againft Mf. 
H:s and Mr. C/s etymology. 

Yet this is rtot the only objcdion to the 
conftf ufliion af Elabim preferred by Mr. C 
There is another obvious one arifing from 
the different fehfes, that the verb nSi« in SS. 
is fuppofcd 16 bear, and fiom the doubt, 
whether the fenfe given by Mr. C be prefe- 
rable to that oF adjuring^ which has tempt- 
ed others to affign this root, as he does^ to 

He is pleafed to fpeak without ahy feem- 
Ing hcfitation, ^s if it were a thing certain 
5ind unqQeftionable, that " Mbl?, ^s a wrh^ 
^^ Jignifies to confirm by oath, to bind a 
** pecfon to fulfil certain terms under the 
*• penalty of a conditional maledidion ; ^* 
that ^^ when applied to a perjon^ it pgnifies^- 
« a fwearer to a Covenant j" and that " as 
/*tf noun expreffiue of an (iSfioti, it fignificb 
•« an Oath. And that it occurs about forty 
** times in SS. and ifhpays in this Jenfe^J* 

Some of thefe expreffions, and particularly 
jh^t, by which the verb is explained, viz. to 

• Scrmoxiy page 8. 

bind^ 
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Knd a perfin to fulfil &c. arc capaUe of bef 
m^ ufiderftood of adjuratim or giving aa 
Oath, as well as oi /wearing or taking aa 
Oath. But when he adids, after citing his 
proofs^ «* This may fufEce to fhcw, that by 
Elabim^tc to be ujidcrftood pcrfons, •» wbo 
«• have /worn to a covenant^ have iaiJ tbemr 
*^ /elves wjdfcr a conditional execration*/* 
be leaves no roqm to fuppoie, that he under^ 
ilands nSftt in any other^ fenfe, than that of 
jwrariy or that hp believes it hath any other 
fcnfe ia Scripture. 

Now though I muft not fay, becaufe I 
cannot be pofitive in fuch an afiertion, that 
the word is never taken in thif fen/ey yet I 
will beg leave to doubt of it» till it be more 
clearly proved, that it doth certainty hear it, 
in fome pailages at lead ; aod I defire in th6 
mean time to be indulged in propounding the 
fcnfe oi adjuring^ or impofing of Oaths on 
other Sy as a more probable^ or, if that be faying 
too much, as an equally confi/ient /enje with 
Mr. C/s that may be put upon the word in 
all the places, to which he refers for his inter- 
petation \ and in all others, where the word 

* Sermon, page 8. 
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ccxnirs in Scripture. This will not indeed fo 
tftablifli the one fenfe, as to fet the other 
quite aiide ; yet it will fo impair the Autho- 
rity, on which he refts his conftrufiion, as to 
kave no room for laying that ftrefs u^on it, 
which he feems to lay* 

The ingenious author of the Letter to a 
Bijhop^ in reprcfenting Mr. Hh etymology, 
prck:eeds more agreeably than Mr. C. doth to 
the Scripture ufe and meaning of hSk. He 
tells us, p. 36. that Mr. H. has " fixed on 
*« the word Elah, an Oath of Adjuration {^o 
^* tranflated perpetually by the j^^^i, where- 
** ever it occurs in the Scriptures whether as 
«^ verb or noun, except where it is intended 
•' to fignify the Deity, and then they take 
" care to hide that meaning) as the root, 
•* from which it is derived : " And affirn^s 
•« that by the genius of the language, CD>n^ 
<< fignifics in the plural Adjuratores'* 

T H u 6 far the conjedure has warrant 
enough from the fenfe of hSn, both noun 
and verb in Scripture; and has been therefore 
cfpoufed by feveral learned men (as (hall be 
(hewn hereafter) who interpreting th^ the 
verb in the fenfe of j;*3B^n, to caufe tofvoear^ 
iptl^cif^ adjuro\ and the noun in the fenfe 

of 
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of i^KtTfAo^t aft P^f^ 9f Aijurattm^ have 
thought it a very proper root of p*nS*t, fee- 
ing that word is applied not ofily to God, but 
to inferior Judges or Magiftrates upon earth. 

But when the author of the Letter to a 
Bijhop proceeds to expound adjuratons by 
^^ perjom bound by Oath or Covenanty refer- 
*< ring this name to that engagenfient, which 
«* the Divine Perfons are fuppofed to have en-* 
** tered into for the preiervation and falvatioa 
•• of man, called the Covenant; and averring^ 
•* that it is exprcflive of that relation, in which 
" that bath or Covenant pvit God to Man ;*' 
he departs from that meaning o(Elaby which 
he had juft befpre given as th^ conftant fenfe 
of they^^a;^ (though they fometimcs conceal-- 
cd it, viz, in regard to the word in queftion, 
for which he blames them) from that fenfebf 
Elaby on which the propriety of the etymo- 
logy oi Elobim is by others founded; and 
fixes upon another fenfe of the word (as Mr. C. 
alfo doth) which, tho' it be commonly given 
in the Lexicons, yet it may he queftioned 
whether it can be fufficiently warranted by 
ajiy ufe of the word in Scripture, pr not. 

Let us firft examine all the paflages, where 
n^N the verb occurs. 

Thet 
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TftEY arethcfc, ^buyoellS. mitj^g* 

Xvii.2. ^Kn iSam.xiv.2/^. ^rhurH I Kwg$ 
viiL 3 1, and 2 Cbron. vi. 22. rhu Hof iv. z^ 
and tvha Ho/, x. 4. Of the two laft indeed 
it is doubtful, whether they -be verbs or 
nouns. 

As to the fir ft of thefe fJaces, viz. Joel u 8. 
I think all are agreed, and Mr. H. himfelf 
doth not deny, that n7in33 ♦V* fignifies ia^ 
ment like a virgin : only be fays, that hit be- 
ing thus once writ in Joely is no pwoof, that it 
comes fr<»n the Root n^N*. Very true, for 
it may pofiibly come from Ibme other root 
not now extant in the Hebrew tongue \ Be 
it however remembered, that this may be the 
cafe of D^hSk and m*7X as well as of t^: 
yet notwithftanding Mr. HJi doubt, it is 
evident, that "htH in the imperative mood fe- 
minine gender, is more regularly formed from 

• '* ^is not n 7R tut 'Sk that is once v/rk^Jcel i. 8. zaSk. 
•* fo conftnied. Bat tikis is not proving, that it h the 
** fame verb^ nor that it ts ufed, as k is coailroed to bowL H 
^* he could prove this of the root, which is impofiible/* &c« 
Remarks m the Oh/, p . 64^ 

^ Had Mr, H. been ikilled in Arabkt he probably might 
have told us ffom whence it came. For 1 Ipam from th^fe^ 
who are (kiUed in that tongoe, that ^K or y^Kt a<»w loft » 
Mebrenu, are yet extant in, the Arabic^ Gemuity ExcUunaviT 
pne doloFC. Whence ♦7 "Ht^' Hei mibi, 

4 thcv 
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the verb nSi^, with its mutable ti^ thatl either 
of the other ; becaufe QmSn prefcrves the n 
in the plural, which it (hould not, if its root 
was the Hebrew verb rhu^ and becaufe niVjt 
departs from the common rules of inflexion, 
according to which it ought to be *lSif. 
• The next paflage, and it is the only one 
in all the Diile^ where rhU is ufcd in kal. 
prat, is tvhiii the fecond perfon feminine, 
yuJg. xvii. 2, It is faid of Micab*s mother, 
after having difcovered, that eleven hundred 
Ihekels of filver had been ftolen from her ; 
and may fignify, very confiftently with the 
context, cither firft Ejulajit\ according to 
the fenfe of the verb in yoel abovcmention- 
ed ; or fecondly, as it is tranflated in our 
Bible^ Thou curjedjiy and by the lxx. accord- 
ing to the Vatican copy, »f^aV<w ; or laftly, ds 
the LXX. verfion, according to fhe Alex, copy 
has it, i^ci^KTotg, thou adjuredft^ or conjuredft^ 
and fpakeft of in mine ears, &c. » Thus alfo 
Pagninus and Montanus render it j " Et tu 

• Kimchi in his Roots fays the verb is to be taken here in 
ft tranfitive fenfe, and expounds it by T\V1V!^T\ Adjurafti. 
Qttt in his note on the place, he feems to prefer the notion of 
atrfing ; for he fays. Whoever took it (viz. £he filver) let bim 
ii^ Jo and fi. 

RaJbPs Exj^ofition is. Thou curfedft him^ that took it, and 
protouncedfl the curfe alfo in mine ears. 

^ adjurafti^ 



;^ adjurafti^ et etiam dixifti in auribus meis/*' 
fee. And this fenfc is gfeatly favoured by the 
ionttlAy ahd appears moft natural. Even one ' 
of Mr. H/s friends * renders it by "fhou ex^ 
kratedjiy or adjuhdji the. By which I con- 
ceive he takes it, as the Trahflator of the lxx. 
in oar Polyglot hath rendered ij jUg ^Mta^ vvi. 
ei me ntalediSiis adijurafti. 

I WOULD not, indeed fay, that there is nb 
fort of pretence for rendering riS{<, in this paf- 
fage, in the fehfe 6ilindtng one's felf to fulfil 
certain terms under the penalty oj fnaledidlioh \ 
becaufe Mi'cd^h's mother fays, in the next 
verfe, aS it i$ rendered in bur Bibles^ I bad 
wholly dedicated the fiver ukto the LoYd^ froth 
fny handy for my fon to make d graven imdge^ 
and a molten image : now therefore I will re^ 
iurn it Unto thee. Bat when it is confidercd, 
that (he only gave two hundred fliekek out of 
the eleven huiidred {f 4.) for the ufes above^ 
mentioned ; the mojfl confiftent fenfe to be 
put upon t'^p here, is praparavi^ or dejli-^ 
haviy as expreffive of her general defign or 
refolution, and not of a IDedication made by 
Oath or Vow. . It muft alfo he remembered, 

• The Examinet Examined, p. 19. 

' C that 



that the original word here might have been 
as well tranflated in the prefent tenfe, viz. 7 
do dedicate^ ox fanSlify the Jiher unto the 
Lord^ for the ufes fpecified. 

It may be judged from hence, whether 
this paflage will fufficieptly fupport Mr. C'$ 
fenfe of the word : for only one of the four 
ienfes given above can ferve his purpofe^ and 
that one feems^ of all the four, the leaA na« 
ral, or probable^ 

The next inftance of the word to be cx^ 
amined, is i Sam. xiv. 24. Saul btV a^ured 
the people^ I muft not omit to remark, that 
Pagninusj and fome of the bed Lexicogra- 
phers, cite this very pal&gc under the root 
7t(»* J and, that they^whb deduce it from nSje> 
ifuppofe, that ^an ftands here for rhw\ per 
Apocopam n, et fub forma W. And this 
alone may ferve to (hew, that it is not an un- 
exceptionable paflage in favour of Mr. C and 
that one of his Advocates^ wha allows the 
verb rhlA to occur only twice, in all the Scri^ 
4>ture, of which this is one of his inflances^ 

» Kimcki likcwife places this ward under the root ^K^i- 
and renders it by SntK y^^iCyP J^^r^z^vit eos j but a^ds, 

inN yiv:i rhu'^ *?«* r\^r\^^. ? e. for •?»♦ and htk 

are of the, fame fignification. 

^ " hSk, an Execration or Oath, isufcd about forty time* 
«f a^ a noun, twice only as a n^erb. Judg. xvii. u HvK, thoi* 

cunnot 
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cannot on this occafion, affure himfclf, that he 
has even two paflages to produce for the in* 
tcrpretation of the verb n^K. 

Especially, when we further confidcr, 
that fuppofing SmS in this text, to be the 
mpbil of nSx, it will not immediately fol- 
low, that nSjf, in kal mufi fignify to pmtar^ 
becaufe n^KJl is to adjure or caufe to /wear. 
Since there are fo many inflarices in the JHif- 
trew language, where a verb in Hiphil doth 
not at all differ infenfe from the fame verb 
in Kal As lanS from T13 purgavit. '^ajin 
from 'pDi terminavit. htlTi^ from bnt) muia^ 
vity and feveral others. And why may it not 
be fo in the prefent inftance ? There' is no 
doubt to be made from the context, that the 
fenfe is, j4nd Saul adjured the people^ faying^ 
Curfedy &c. So our vcrfion, agreeably to the 
Yulg^Ltc^yidjuraverat autem Saulpt^ulum^ CSc. 
or elfe be charged the people with a Curfe^ fay-- 
ingy Curfed^ &c. agreeably to the lxx 'A^a- 
T«i T« Xai ; in which Jonathan^ who did not 
Jweary or anfwer to the Adjuration^ was ne- 
verthelefs involved, as appears by the fequcl 
' of the (lory. 

" execrate^, or a^ureifi me. i Sam. xiv, 24. '^aul 7^^ ^d* 
**jured the people.** The Examiner Examined, p. 19. 

C z Which 
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Which foevcr of thefc two fenfes wc fr* 
upon (and they are near akin to each other) 
Sk» in Iltphil will be found to correfpond 
exadly with fl^^K in kal^ juft now cbnfidered, 
under the fenfe cither of adjuring^ or oicurf- 
ing. 

The fame is to be faid of the next inftance 
of the verb occurring, i Kings viii. 3 1 . and 
2 Chron, vi. 22. " If^^y t^cin tre/pajs againU 
" his neighbour y and an Oath be laid upon 
lim (Heb. n^K \2 iWy\) to caufe him tofwear 
{^rbiXrh) and the Oath come before thine altar 
in this houfe^ &c. "ithniij is the infinitive in 
Hiphil, or Hophaly to caufc him to be adjured^ 
tofwear him by an imprecation. T^ u^da-oL&ruA 
avTQv. Lxx. jid adjurandum eum^ Montanus/ 
The Critics think this befl: explained by D. 
Kimchi^ of the Adjurations of the Judge or 
H. Prieft, in reference to the Law in Lev. v. 

It cannot indeed be faid of this paflage, 
any more than of the former, that it will not 
admit of other interpretations, according to 
fome other verfions of it. But I believe, that 
whofoevcr attends to what is tranfmitted to 
us of the cuftom oi adminiftering Oaths among 
the Ifraelites^ will be inclined to prefer the 

inter- 
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ioterpretation above given, as moft confonant 
to the ufe of the word in other places. 

As to the two remaining paflages in Hofea^ 
viz. iv. 2. and x.4. there may juftly. be made 
a doubt, whether they be verbs in the infini- 
tive mood, or only nouns. And further, whe* 
tber they are to be underftood oi /wearing and 
Oathsy or of curjtng and Execrations, This 
double doubt fhould prevent any one frpm 
teing pofitive either way. Our Engli/h veri 
fion fenders the word, in both places, by 
/wearing : which being a word of a general 
and extehfive meaning, is defended by the 
learned Pocock. On the other hand the lxx; 
Vulgate^ Syriac and Arabic^ take it in both 
places as a noun 5 neither do any of them in- 
terpret it of an Oathy as may be feen in Po^ 
cock on the two places ; unlefs 7rjo(paV«f ^^i^Sug^ 
XXX. Ho/ X. 4. be conftrued of /al/e Oaths. 
Arid what moft of all recommends the inter** 
pretation of them as no\inSy hy malediSlio qr 
curfingy is, that they are found in other places, 
coupled with words fignifying lying ovjalfe^ 
hoody juft as they are found here, e^nai nSiJ 
Ho/ iv. 2. finds its parallel \\\ P/alfn Kx. 12. 
tt^nDOl n*7K0 /or the^Cur/es and lies whi^i) 
they /peak. And the other in Uojea x. 4. 
C 3 J<1B^ 
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l«1iy WbN anfwcrs to Pfalm x. 7. n^ona^ hSk, 
their mouths are full of cur/ing and lies. 

It is true it may be here alledged, that thefc 
paflages in the Pfalms^ which are rendered by 
curfingy might have been rendered, as they arc 
in B.ofea^ hyfwearihg. But this will be beft 
obviated by the enquiry we are next to make 
into the true fenfe of jilab^ as a n6un. In the 
mean time, all I obferve from this veffion in 
the Pfalms abovenientioned, is, that it will 
take oiF any flrefs, that may be laid on our 
tranjlation of the /fame words in Hofea by 
fiDearing, 

Come wc now to confider the true import 
of the noun n*7R in Scripture. It occurs in- 
deed often, and in fenfes not the fame. But { 
prefume the prefent enquiry need not be ex- 
tended farther than to thofe paflages, where it^ 
is commonly rendered an Oath 3 or where it 
it may be faid, that it ought to be ^ reh- 
dcrcd. 

It is commonly fuppofed, and our tranfla^ 
tors fecm to have acquiefced in the opinion, 
that n^K and nyag; are ufed indifferently in 
TScrijpture to fignify the fame)tbing. And there- 
fore wc find, Oath in our verfion, like jurd" 

mentum in the vulgate, put indifferently for 

cither. 
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^ther. But there is a da{lin£tion preferved m 
the Lxx. which defervea to be attended to, 
viz. that Piyaty is commonly rendered by 
i'gxo^, but rha by i^KiiTfjtfi^ or «tja, an Ad^ura^ 
tim, of a Curfi. This will not eafily be ac- 
counted for on a fappckfition, that the two 
Mebre'm words were equivalent in their figni^ 
iication, as then undei'ftood $ but is a war- 
rantable prefumption, that there was, at the 
time of that verfion, a like difiercnc? pre- 
ferved in the fenfe of the original words, witb 
that which is expreffed in the Greek words, by 
which they are rendered. If there be an ex- 
ception or two from this rule, it is fuch, as 
may be accounted for without weakening this 
general obfervation. 

Again, when xhv^ and T^'SO are put to- 
gether, as tn Dan. ix. ii. Neb. x. 29. they 
do not appear to have precifely the fame 
meaning, any more than thofe words have, by 
which they are rendered in the lxx. if ^o^i^oL 
^^ l^Mqy Dan. d^i Kj o^Kd#, Neb. for neither 
KojclfcL nor d^d ever figni6eth fimply an Oath. 
But d^d may denote an Oatb of Adjuration^ 
, and is fometimes uf^d as equivalent to o^j^io*- 
^Ms ; but is in this cafe, as I apprehend, ex- 
preflive ratherof the obligation oijanEtton of 
C 4 , the 
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the Oath, than of the a£i of Adjuration \ anil 
fo is put for ppciTixogj as that word fignifies 
fer jusjKrandum objiri^o^ and not merely as 
it fignifies ^«r^/w^«/i exa£lio. 

Again, when w? obferve them joined 

thus, rban rvpiatsa Num^ v. 21. which we 

render an Oath of curfing in our Bibles y and 
the L¥X. ey o^o/f t?^ i^ig, TccuJnSs it cnuft either 
fignify an Oath of Jelj. imprecation^ 0r an Qatb 
of Adjuration, (for fuph it was) by, or nvitbim- 
preaatiqn.^ But tQ render it by an Oath of 
Jwearingy would bring out no.fenfe.at all. 
There is ground therefore for prefuming, that 
iISk and nyytf are not fynonyinous terms. 

That is to fay, tho' ro;5itBP is fometim^s 
pfed to exprefs an Adjuration, as G(fg. xxiv. 8. . 
Jojh. ii. 17. 29, and therein coincides in fenfe 
with rhViy ypt neither doth nSx fignify \i« 
Oath in its proper fe^fe, as the aS} of the per- 
fon who fwears, and vy:hich is the ufqal and' 
inofl: proper meaning of npB^ ; neither is 
rOQBf* even when it is ufed and tranflated a 

» When Kimchi expounds n*7K by HVIJl'tJ^* he muft 
mean an Oath or Adjuration., in which a curfe is expreffed, 
becaufe he gives this reafon for fuch expofition H/^^pH *Di 
pB^n n.^Drnn nj?i:iB^n for curing a^njifts in a^m^a^ 
tion, and in mentioning the name of God ^ 
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^urfey as in I(a. Ixy. 15. to be taken in tbnf 
fenfe of curfe, which is prqper to »n^K• And 
this diftinftion is obferved by commentates 
X)nthofepaffages, where both words occur to»- 
gether« hSn is a curfe denounced upon others, 
nvac' an imprecation of evil upon one's felf^ 
to gain credit to aflfeverations^ promife?,^ 
threatenings, &c. as God dofo to me^ and more 
alfq^ ify Gf^.'and fo hath the nature, oi an 
QatJb. In the, trial of Jealoufy, Nunfff. v. th^; 
denunciation of Judgments upon the womefi 
by the Prieft was jtSk. The won(ian's applir 
cation pf it tp herfelf, by fayiqg pM |0}« jf 22. 
was T\^yti. When the Prieft faid tp her 3^ 2 !•• 
" The Lord make Thee a Curfe and an Oatfy 
f « among thy people,'* the meaning ^^^^ms to 
Jje, that (he (hould be n'^K ^ Curfe among htt 
people, when they (hould imprecate evils upon 
others, by faying, Xjet that befal tlke^ which 
hefelfucb a ipomm^ &c. An^ flie ihould be 
T^if^&an Oath mion^ her people, when they 
Ihould imprecate evils on themfelvos, by fay- 
ing, God doff to. me,j as b^ did ta. tbit wmian^ 
if &c. The firft of thefe anfwers to rhhp 
Jen xxix. 22. Of tbem fhall be. taken up a 
Curfe y ^c. faying, God make tbeeMe. Zedekiab, 
^ndjikejtibab^,&c. The latter anfwers to the 
^'r' ' Curfe^^ 
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Cur/e, Ifa. hrv. 15. which Mr. iMvth inter- 
prets thus, «« They (hall ufe this common 
*• form of imprecation, God do fb to me as 
*^ he hath done to the wicked y^w^/' Agrce- 
•aWy to this fee Dan. ix. 1 1. expounded by 
Corn, a Lapide^who refers rf^ti to Lw. xxvi% 
16. and njt^at^ to D^/. xxvii. 14. See alfo 
Dr. Patrick and Ainfwortb on iVi«/». v. 

Let us now proceed to examine the texts, 
ivhcre n^N is rendered by Oatb. The firft is 
Cen.xxiw. 41. Abraham had faid to his fer- 
vant, " Ptt/, I pray thee^ thy hand under my 
thigh J and I will make thee fwear (Hebrew^ 
•^*3C^N1 Lxx. 5 i^Q^KiH (tb) by the Lord God 
tf Heaven. Now Abraham^ 3^ 8. calls this 
mine oath (♦nyae^) that word heing fometimes 
ufed of an Adjuratimy as was above obferved : 
but when the fervant comes afterwards to re- 
late to Laban the chaise given him by his 
mafter, he fays, ^^n** ♦ij;5ef»1. lxx. ^ ii^Knn ft$ 
i Kv^tog fA^)<iya»it 37* then follows the forna 
oiAdjuratiotty&c. But when he comes to de-f 
liver his mafter's anfwer to the obje6:ion he 
had made, viz. P^radventure the woman will 
notfolbw me^ he does it in thefe words at j^ 4 1« 
And he faid unto me ^* Then (halt thou be 
«< dear of diis mneOath^'' ^n^KO I'XX. aW 
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^^ u^Zc ffc^j " when thou'comcft to my kitt* 

*« drcdi and if they give her not ufito thee, 

« thou (halt be clear Jrom my OatK ♦n^O 

Now it is very evident, that this is here 
called Abraham" sOath^ not befcaufe Abrabafk 
mk an Oath hittifelf, but becaufe he admi-' 
niftered one, dr fook an Oafb of his fervant 
•concerning that bufinefs. And therefore it 
cannot fignify Oati in any other fenfc than as 
it was o^mtrfiogj an adjuration^ or d^d, the 
•fendion, or penalty threatened. But OatB, 
thus explained, will do Mr. C. little fervice.* 

We have an expreflion parallel to this ih 
Ezecb.xviui^. « And he (the King of Si?^- 
^« UnJ hath taken of the King's feed (viz. Ze-- 
<* dekiab^ of the royal blood) and made a cove- 
" nant with him, and hath takien ^« Oatbt^ 
« of him" nSi*3 inK M!in induxit euminjus^ 
jurandum (lxx. ^ titrd^H dv]ov ud^S) that is, 
brought him under an Oatb of Adjuration^ oc 
fuiore bim^ as conquerors do their prifoners, 
when they fet them free upon conditions. 
Yet this is called, the King of Babylon" & Oatb^ 
or nfw, and not the King oijudah's: As 
"in the forementioned cafe of Abrabam^ thfe 
fh^ was t6« xobo adjured^ and' w/ -the ferv- 

vant's 
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vant's who was fworn. And it is further 
called, f 19. ♦nSx my Oath^ that is, God^s 
Oath^ which the King of Judab had dc/pt- 
fed ; not becaufe God bad/worn^ but becauib 
the Adjuration was in his name, or he was 
pigde thereby both a witnefs and an avehger. 

An D it is to be obferved, that in each of thcfe 
^hriep yerfes, (vi?5. 13, 16, 19.) there is, along 
with Tbn mention made of n*T3 tbe covenant^ 
ot the matter, to which Zedekiab was adjured 
by the King of Baiyhn. And ^wice i^ is faid! 
of him, that he bath broken nnS the cove^ 
nant, or conditms^ an4 defpifed ji'jN tbejanr 
^0i((n of the Oath. 

An© thefc paflages in Ezekiel, by which i,t 
appears in what fenfe the n^K therein men- 
tioned, is called the King of Babylon's Oatb^ 
to whom it was taken, and GoisOatb^ in 
whofe name, and confequently tq whom alfo 
it was taken, will help to clear up the mean^ 
ing of thofc ufes of the fame word in Deut. 
xxix. quoted by Mr. C/s Sermon, p. ^. yi?. 
V. 12. ** That thou (houldft enter into Coye^ 
«< nant (nHM) with the Lord thy God, and 
^« into his Oath (inSN3l) which the Lord, thy 
«« God maketh with thee this day." lxx. Ua^ 
lA^e* 'EN TH AIAGHKH K^U, ^•ENTAI? 

•apai§ 
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'^ApAtZ uvtS. But now there is no more rbcJrtl 
to infer from hence, that GodbimfelJ tookari 
Oath at that time, than there Was in the for* 
mer paffage, where the King of Baby lories ad-^ 
juration was alfo called God's hSm. This fe 
his rf^K in the fame fenfe, /• e. Mofes^ in fi/s 
name, adjured, or Jwore the people, that they 
would keep his Covenant and Statutes. 

So again in the fourteenth verfe, immed!- 
titely following, when God fays by Mofes,^^ and 
** with you only do I make this Covenant, and 
^' this Oath^" (niTH nSitn. Lxx, a^oiv) it ap- 
|)ears from the vvhole context, that God is not 
' here fwearing in his own perfon, but impofing 
an Oath as well as bis Law upon the people. 

So that I conceive, with fubmiffion, that 
thefe paflages, cited by Mr. C. make little or 
tiothing for the proof of Elahim from Alab^ 
In his fenfe and expoiStionof that word. 

Le t us now try anofhef of his teits, 2>&. 
tr. I. ** If any liian flball hear the voice of 
<< fwearing, and be a witnefs, whether he hath 
" feen or known it, and do not utter it, he 
** (hall bear his iniquity." — Voice of Jwearing is 
Vha Sip.. But the tranflation in the margin of 
our Bibles h preferable, viz. Voice of Adjura^ 
tion. So Pagninus', Vocem adjurationis. 

I LXX. 



j-xx. ^cavriv efx^fiS^ Targ. yoccm adjurantu^ 
It was the Oath adminijiered^ in judicial caufesi, 
by the Judge or prcfiding Magiftrate. 

In the very fame fenfe, I apprehend m^K 
is to be taken in Prov. xxix. 24, ** Whofo is 
« partner with a Thief, hateth his own Soul 
« He heareth Curfing. and hewrayeth it not/* 
The Hebrew is y^f k^i yajy* n^j*. The moft 
obvious meaning of which is given by Bifliop 
Patrick^ in his Paraphrafe on the place, viz. 
•* being adjured to difcover what he know?, 
«* he will not declare it/' With this fenfe the 
Vulgate agrees, Adjurantem audit, et non in- 
dicate And the lxx, o^\i ^^e&m(^ dKova-pL}/* 
rts M dvafyu^dio'i. And Targ. Jusjurandutn 
defertur ei^ et non confitebitur, Thefe do all 
cjxprefs the adjuration of the magiftrate. Here 
indeed it is obfervable, that the lxx. have 
rendered hSk by S^jtof, and not as ufual, by 
d^i, or cpcio-fik* Yet if we attend to the 
.other word joined with it, (f^x» i^^cT,t^iv}^, 
it will appear, that the expreffion is equivalent 
to o^Kia-jjiS. 

The rha in i Kings viii. 31. and zCbron. 
VI, 22. has been above (hewn to be the Ad^ 
juration qf the High Pr left. See Murtfter^ V^- 

tablus^ 
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taUuf^ Cbnui apud Crit. Sacn And the uau 
in both the places ui^d 0^\ 

The laft iDftance, and I think the only mt 
remaining^ where n*7Jt is rendered by Oatb^ b 
that, which is firft of all cited by Mr. C from 
Gen. xxvi. 28. Let there be m Oath {rhtf) 
between us. 

And had this paf&ge flood fingly, or were it 
to have been confidered without any reference 
to the other ufes of the word Alab in Scripture^ 
J muft confefs^ there would have lain no ex- 
ception againft its being interpreted in this 
place iin^ply of an Oatb, Juramentum, con-* 
fidered as taken freely and voluntarily, and 
tpiot under any form of jiJjuratm. But as 
comparing of ieveral paflages with each other 
is the moil approved way of afcertaining the 
fenfe of any one of them, I fhould conceive it 
the moft reafonable to make this one paflage 
conformable to all the reft, efpecially as it 
fiiieed not be in the kafi: forced or drained to 
make it fo* 

Isaac afks AbimeJeeb and his Nobles^ 
^ Wherefore come ye to me> feeing ye hat« 
5' me, and have fent me fron) you ?"* v. 27, 
*« And they faid, we faw certainly, that the 
f Lord was wich thee^ and we £ud^ Let there 

?* be 
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^' he an Oath betwixt us and thce^ Add j^ 

<< us make a Covenant with thee, that thoii 
^ wilt do us no hurt." That is to lay, wc 
come with a defign to adjure thee, or charge 
thee on thy oatb, that thou wilt not hurt us; 
We come to fwear thee to an agreement oi^ 
covenant, under a conditional execration (ju-^ 
ramentum cum malediSlione^ as the verfion of 
the Samaritan Pentateuch has it) that thoa 
wilt not imure us. And this AUmdecb^ as a 
King, mignt think he had a right to do, viz; 
to impofe this obligation upon Ifaati as his fu-^ 
pcrior in charadler of life, or to tender it at 
Icaft in behalf of hinfifelf and his people: 

On the other hand, Ifaac confidering his 
former ufage, which he complains of in the 
27*** verfe, might think he had as good reaibn 
to adjure Abimelech alfb to the like conditions 
on his part, to make the obligation reci-» 
procaf. 

That Oaths ^ in thofe times, were admi-& 
niftred by Adjuration^ appears not only from 
the cafe of Abrnbam arid his fervant^ above- 
mentioned 3 but from the form, in which 
Jacob adjured Laban at Mizpeb. Gen. xxx?* 
49, 50* nJi^n-^DN If tbou jhalt affiiSt vaf 
Daughters npn"aK% and if tbou Jhalt tah 

other 
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Other wives, &c. This fcems to have beeti the 
indent form of Adjuration^ and is to be urt- 
derftood, as \i Jacob vizs enjoined hereby to 
iwear or wifti a curfe to himfelf, if he did 
what was thus folemnly required of him to 
iforbcar: As Ainjworth obferves upon th^ 
place. See alfo Gen. xxiv, 38. and Sciv. 23 ♦ 
where other Ipecimens of the like forms 
occur. 

Na V, perhaps \t we fet afide the authority 
of the later yerfiohs of this paffage now before 
us, and of our oWh tranflation in particular, * 
and attend only tb the original words, and the 
hioft ancient vtrlions we have of them, we 
ihall conclude from thence, that this propofal 
df Abintekcb^s to Ifnac cannot any ways be 
fo naturally and' properly Underltood, as ttf an 
Adjuratitn. ' rmfi9-« APA avuyktrfii i/jt^v 1^ ' 
dvufjLBirbv om. If there is not an inftance to be 
found, where a^a fignifies (imply an Oarb, wc 
may conclude^ that ihe lxx. did not under- 
ftahd rha here fimply of ^^7 Oatb (for then> 
according to their cuftom, they would have 
rendered it fey g.xic) but of an adjuration^ un- 
der penalty of a Curfe. For 10 interpret u^d 
limply of a Curfe between them, would be 
xnoft unnatural. ' " • . * 

D Thb 
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Tuz Hebrew at verfe 29. which we ren- 
der <' that thou wilt do us no hurt/' &c.' 
^ would run, if literally tranflat^d, as is printed 
in the margin of our Bibles^ ** If thou (halt 
*' do us hurt." r\y^ IJO;; TVOyrr^DH. " Lice- 
*' bit intelligere'' (fays a good Critick % whofe 
words I chufe to give at length, becaufe he 
had no turn to ferve by his Remark, and had 
not any difpute about the fenfe of Alah in 
his view) ** Licebit intelligere pro more Ex- 
*^ ecrationis formulam, et fie vertere : Sijece- 
<< ris nobis malum^ quum nos non tetigerimus te^ 
^\ et fuum fecerimus tibi tantummodo bonum^ 
«« et dimiferimus te in pace ^ Tu nuncjis male- 
** diSlus, Domini. Hanc verfionem fenfus ipfe 
«*^extorquere videtur. ..Sic *I*}I1 pro maledicere 
« eKitat y^^, i. 5. io. and ii. 5. 9. and i Keg. 
«' xxi» 10, 13." And tho* it be faid at verfe 
3 1 , *^tha.t after they- Ijad feafted together, 
** they, rofe np early. the next morning, and . 
s^Jwareo^t to another," this doth not hin- 
der, biit that the propofal made by Abimelech 
ioight be the very, form of Adjuration juft 
mentioned. 

Anp now, if I may do it without offence, 

K»ttd. de Dieu Animadv, in Vet. Tcft. ad locum, p. 38. ' 

I would 
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1 wcxild apply thcfc obfervatipns to (bme paf- 

idgcs in Mr. C!s Sefmon on the J^labim. 

( I.) He is pleafed to fay% that rbm, when 

applied to a perfon^ as a name or appellation^ 

fignijles a Sweanr to a C&venant. But he has 

not been pleafcij to bring ^ny proof or injianctf 

of the word beingy^ applied i unlefs he looked 

upon Ehbim to bje an inftance ; which yet 

cannot be allowed, becaufe it is the very 

thing in queiUon, whether it be deduced firom 

Alah, to fwear^ or not* 

^ (2.) When he fays^ as a noun^ expreffiva 

of an aSIion^ it fignifies an Oath, and that it 

eccurs about forty times in Scripture ^ and aU 

ways in ibis Senfe^ I fear he has taken this 

too much upon trail;. For in about thirty of 

thofe places, it fignifies fimply a Curje j or the 

penalty of an Oath, and cannot, confidently 

with fenfe, be traofl4ted Oatb inftead of CurJe. 

And in the other pbces, fome of which he 

has cited, tho* it doth indeed fignify an Oatb^ 

a^d may be fo rendered j yet jt is not necef- 

farily to be underftood in bis Senfe ofOatb^ 

whereby one binds one*s Jelf to the perform^ 

ance of aiiy thing, but may be underftood, and 

A Sermon, p. 8. ^ Ibid. ^ 

D 2 in 
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in feriie tex!ts niujl be underftobd, in tne ferr(8 

of jldjurathn^ \*hcrcby one binds another ta 
the performance of a thing, by the fandtion of 
an Oath. 

(3.) And therefore when he fays, after cit- 
ing four texts for his fehfc of ff?K% This may 
Juffke to/l^ew^ that by Eh ah lu are to be un- 
defjlood perjbns^who baniefworn to a Covenant ; - 
he ieems to have thought his evidence would 
have proved much more than it doth, fince 
it appears not from any of his texts, either 
that nbn is applicable to a per fon^ or, if it was, 
that it fignifics a perfonfworn to a Covenant. 
For in whatfocver fcnfe Tb\H is ufe^ in Scri- 
pture, it is not ufed in this fenfe^ 

(4.) When he calls m^N *" a participle 
paflive (Pfalm xviii. 3 j . and Ifa. xliv. 8.) and 
tranflates it execrated^ he feems to have over* 
looked the firft fenfe of n^K, which he had 
given in order to deduce Elahim from it (viz. 
to confirm by oatb, to bindaperfon tofuljily &c.) 
and takes another fenfe of Alah, which is to 
curje 5 from whence the participle paflive is 
accurfed or execrated. 

In D E ED by what rules of inflexion the par- 
ticiple paflive of rha J^f^avit (with its muta- 

• Sermon, p. 8. *» Ibid. p. 0. 

ble 



blc n, as appears in every inftancc.of its ufc 
in Scripture) (hould be rvhlt (the participle 
paflive of an n^K> whofe n is unchangeable) 
rather than n^N, as was before obfcrved, he 
hath not (hewn ; as might have been expert- 
pd in a cafe fojingidar : for, if I miftake not, 
thpre is no inftance to be met with of the par- 
ticiple Pabul of any irregular verb ending in 
n, in which faid participle the n is final. 

But tho' this Angularity of inflexion were 
given up to him, and rrhii was allowed to be 
fcrmed frpm rhtijuravit ; yet the participle 
paflive of an aftive verb fignifying to Jwear^ 
under a conditional execration^ will brirjggut 
no other fenfe, xhsinfworn under a conditional 
• execration. But this, and execrated ov accurjed^ 
- are two very different fenfes. 

However, we have no example of either 
/of them, fincc there is no participle paflive 
ofrba to be met with in all the Scripture. 

And now to conclude what has been faid 
about the ufe and conftrudlion of the .word 
ifjH ip the Hebrew Bible : 

The candid reader muft judge for himfelf^ 
whether I have or have not made out the thing 
I have been endeavouring to ihew, vi^. that 
\% is doubtful and quejlionable^ whether this 

D 3 . * word 
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word doth ever, fignify fimply tefwear^ a$ a 
verb 5 or fimply an Oatb^ as a noun. The ufe 
of it in Hiphil (in the two inftatices above- 
mentioned) feems to me, I qitift own, the beft 
argument, that, in Kal^ it fignifies properly to 
fwear. But I Cannot allow, for the reafori$ 
before given, when the wbrd in that ufe of it 
was examined, that it is a decifiye argument, 
tQ which we are obliged to fubmit, from the 
nature and genius of the lianguage. 

However, let us now admit that nSl*, in 

Kaly doth iv^xi^ to fwear ox confirm by path: 

Yet will it not follow, as I apprehend, that 

Elahim muft fignify the Swearers^ or Perfon^ 

bqundby Oath. Becaufe, tho' Elahim fliould 

lie a derivative from the Root n^K, it may 

not take its meaning from the verb in Kal^ 

but from the verb in Hiphil^ when it fignifies 

adjuring^ or caufing to fwear. For it is from 

ihe fenfe of thh mood^ that they, who formerly 

efpoufed the etymology, fcem to have tak^n 

'and underftood the derivation, till this other 

reafon ,was lately advanced, as the ground of 

the dedudion from n^K. 

«* Some (fays Robert/or^ ^ in hi? Key to the 
*' Hebrew Bible) do not without ground, in- 
" terpret niW to be properly a Judge -, mak- 
ing 
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*< ing the root fhn he /wore, which in Hi- 
*' phil is n^KH, be caujedto/'wearj and hence 
" T\T>li a yudge^ to whom it belongs to take 
** Oatbs^ and to bind others by Paths. And 
*' />^r^ it is the Name of Godj who is the 
" great and glorious Judge of all the World. 
" Which Etymon feemejh to be folidly 
•* grounded on that expreflion, P/Tlxxxii. f. 
" DmSk, God,&c. CWiSh 3np3 tDfiB^ judg^ 
" eth amongft the Gods ; that is, God, as the 
** abfolutc fa preme Judge, ftandcth, is always 
" ready to judge the Judges of the earth 
"themfelves." 

RoB,ERTsoN, indeed, did not altogether 
approve of this derivation himfelf, being of 
opinion^ that the etymology of the word is un- 
certain^ there beings as he obferves, no verbal ^ 
root of it extant among the Hebrews, unlefs it 
be the Arabic Aliha^ to worfliip, &c. But 
neverthelefs, he gives this as the true account, 
why^ cind in whatfenfe others deduced.it from 
the Hebrew rtfU- 

Herman Witsius (in lib. de Foedere) 

cxpreflcs himfelf thus, " Ipfa vis vocis hoc in- 

" nuit, rha enim Deus ab rhu adjurare de- 

" rivatum, eum notat, cujusefl injurejurandQ 
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" nos objlringere i^i amorcm (ui & fidclcm 
•' obedientiam," 8cc. 

Whether this authority will have any 
weight to fupport the bbfcrvations, that Jlab 
in Kal fignifies to adjure^ I cannot teli. But 
it is however a proof, that the reafon of de- 
riving Blahim from that verb is grounded on 
the fepfe of adjuring^ which it is found to 
carry aqipng other fenfes^ at leafl in forne of 
its moods •. 

I SH ALt only add in defence of the reafon- 
ablencfs of this derivation from its conTonancy 
to Scripture, that in tWs fenfe of hSk trioft 
pafl^gcs feem to confpire. For we find DNT^Ki 
in the application pf it to mpn (as the infe- 
rior J^labim) applied to fuch only,, as were in 
fuperiqpr ftation, JO'fJgs, Judges^ &c. having 
powers refpediyely to bind thofe under their 
government by adjuration^ Whereas, on the 
pther fuppofition of rbn fignifying the taking 
^an oath, a|^d nof the giving it, and convey- 
ing this fehfe in its derivativje ^labim^ it will 
foUpw, th^t all the people and fubjcdts, v/ho 

a Sec Letgh^i Crit. Sac. p. 24. and Wilfin^s Chriftian Dici 
tionary, uilder the word God^ where fpeakjng of Alah as the 
root„ they both interpret it to adjure^ giving the reafon, why, 
10 t^ut'jcnfe^ th« derivation is reafonable and proper, 

. ' ■' took 
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ttfoi Oaihs, were as properly Elabim as thdf 
fuperiours. 

Hitherto I have been offering /uch ex* 
ceptions agatnft Mr. C.'s account of die deri« 
\d!doTi oi Elabim^ as arife merely from the 
confideration of the import and ufe of the 
word Alab in Scripture, whether verb or noun. 
But there are further difficulties, which attend 
this derivation in the fenfe, that he approves, 
which deferve to be taken notice of, and well 
coqiidered, before his account is adniitted as 
the only true one. 

I. The firft is, that this derivation, with 
the explanation of its reafon given along widi 
it, conveys an Idea, that does not rightly agree 
with the notions we have cither from ra/bn 
or revelation of the Divine Nature, Attributes, 
and Pcrfedlions : As if the Supreme Being 
was capable of any further obligation, than 
what is conceived to arife from the ncceflity 
of his nature^ in that be cannot deny him/elf^ or 
be otherwife than he is. As he is unchanged 
able^ His tVill^ or Decree is as unalterable as 
his PromifCy or his Oath. Wd his creatures, 
indeed, could not, without a promife, ground 
any hopes on abftradl realbnings on his im- 
mutability. Therefore his promife was necef- 

fary 



fary to enable us to know his intention, and 
our affurance of his Faithfulnefs is the foun- 
dation of our truft in his promife : And even 
an Oath gives us not more convidion, but 
only a more fenfible impreflion ariiing froni 
the folemnity of it among men. So that, ak 
tho' it hath pleafed him to confirm by Oath 
the immutability of his Counfel to the heirs of 
Promife (Heb. vi. 17.) yet with regard to him* 
Jelf^ when there were no creatures in being 
capable of receiving any fuch affurances b^ 
fuch aftions, his Promifes or Oaths feem to 
have no place 5 fince^he Divine Perfons them- 
felves could want no affurances from each 
other. 

Whatever is reprefented in Scripture 
as a pafti or covenant between the Father and 
the Son, for the Redemption of Mankind, 
amounts to no more than the Will and Plea- 
'fure of the Father, freely giving his' Son for a 
Saviour; and the will and free confent of the 
Son to fulfil the plcafure of the Father. And 
this comes under the nature and condition oia 
Covenant eftabliftied between them, and is re- 
prefented as fuch. At leaft there is no repre- 
fentation of this atitemundane trknfadioni 
whatever it was, that gives usany other con- 
3 ception 
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cftption of it, than that of a mutuat compaft 
or concurrence of their will in the exhibition 
of this mercy to lofl man. But a6 for their 
fmaring to each other, or laying thenxfelvcs 
under a conditional execratiM or penalty for 
the due performance of the Oath, there is no- 
thing, I prcfume, in Scripture to countenance 
it, unlefs it be the force of this word Elahim, 
which yet is the prefent point in queilion. 

Nay, even with regard to this word Ekh 
him^ in M^. C/s interpretation of it, if it 
proves any thing, it rather proves too much : 
for which rcafon he is not willing, in the ap* 
plication of it to the Divine Being, to give it 
Its full meaning or latitude: but in order to 
make the word fuitable in its application to 
God, he limits it to a fenfe, which does not , 
cxprcfs the whole force of the root, as cdn- 
ftrcci by himfelf. He owns, that n'jK figni-: 
fies more than it may be allowed to mean, 
when fpokcn of the Divine Perfons. So I cdU 
\tGt from his words in page 9, where he drops 
ihc penalty of a conditional malediBion implied 
in the word Alah^ and fays Elahim may he 
rendered " I'be Perfons bound in a Covenant j^ 
" not indeed that it was pojfible either Jor them 
<< tojalfify their obligation^ or fuffer penalty ^ 

''but 



f 44 ] 
•* But there was no other word^ by which tie 
** Idea of this tranJaSlion between the Elahim 
«* could be conveyed to man but this'* 

But here, if I miftake not, the queftloo 
k begged j and the tranfaftion {yiz.Jwearing) 
taken for granted, independently on the ufe 
and (jgnification of the word. Whereas the 
word, as I obferved above, is the fole proof, 
as yet ofiered, of the tranfadtion* If the fenfe 
of the word, in this application ofit^ is to be 
reftrained or governed by the nature and cir- ' 
cumftances of the tranfadion i then the tranf- 
aSion, viz. the Divine Ptrfons /wearing tp ^ 
covenant, (Sc* fliould be prcvioufly proved 
from fome other evidence, that we may know 
how to underila'nd the word righdy when 
thus applied. But if there was no other word^ 
by which the Idea of the tranfa3ion irfelf could 
be conveyed to man ; then I humbly, appre- 
hend, that the traniadioq^ mud be underflood 
as the ufual and known fenfe of the word re- 
quires ; and not the word expounded or li- 
mited by an idea of a fadt, which hath no au?* 
thority to fupport it, befides the common fig- 
nification and fenfe of the word. And there- 
fore fince the word, in the conftrufiion, that 
Jje is pleafed to give it, is not rightly compa^ 

tible. 



jwitible, even by bis own account, with God*i 
Nature and Perfcdions ; it feems not to be at 
all a proper word to cxprcfs him by, or to dcf-» 
(cribe a traniadion of the Divine Perfbns be* 
fore the world was made. 

Again, his rendering of m^K, when he 
tranflates it execrated^ is fo far. from reconcil- 
ing us to his Etymology, that, if it is to be 
underflood indifferently of all the three Per- 
fons, few will have the boldnefs, or the pati* 
ence, to confider it in that light. Or, if it be 
undcrftood only, of the fccond pcrfon, who is 
faid; when incarnate, to be made a Ciirfefir ' 
us^ it will not comport with his own explana- 
tion of the verb Alab. For fuppofing Tvhli to be 
a participle paflive of n^jt, aS it can neither 
lignify epcecrated^ from Alab to fwear^ or con^ 
firm by Oath (for execrated muft come, as was 
obferved before, from Alah to curfe) fo neither 
will it anfwer to Alab in the fenfe of binding 
one's Iclf by a conditional Execration^ bccaufe 
the Curfe appropriated in Scripture to the per- 
fon, to whom he applies this title Eloab^ is 
not the curje or execration implied in^ or meant 
by Alab^ which is the penalty of the breach 
of the Oatb on the perfon, who hath falfified 
it. So that no perfon, who keeps up to the co- 
4 venant 
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ircnant he fwore to, can be execrated in th* 
pieaning he gives us of the root Alak No\it 
the fecond perfon did fully keep to, and did 
complcatly perform all the conditions, to which 
he is reprefented to have fworn 5 and therefore 
he could not be ni7Hj accoiding,to the fenfe 
Jbefore given of the verb rhit- 
: A PERSON falling under afflidion^, tho* by 
virtue of his.O^th or Covenant, or in confe* 
.quence of his holding ftridly to them, may be 
nna, or under ?f?Sj)s but he cannot be mS« 
without departing from that fenfe and expofi- 
tion of rbii, which he gives ^s the ground 
4nd reafon of the name Elahim.- 
: Mr. C. acknowledges, */ that it was not pof-- 
.*< fible for the Divine Perfons either to falfify 
.«^ their obligation, or fufkv penalty''^'* viz. the 
.obligatipn apd penalty implied in nSif. In 
this we are agreed. And therefore; altho* tbe 
Son might take upon him, by virtue of his 

a To prevent cavils. Of being charged tvith confeqUenccs, 
if/hkh I did not intend to make, I added [viz. in the Anfwer 
to the Obfer^vations] as f had before done in the cafe oi Ela* 
hiniy in the iSermon, ** that C^r//?, indeed, as he v/2LsJehonfah, 
"" could not fuffer pains or penalties any more than could the 
" other two. But yet the perfon, who, was to become obnoxi- 
/• ous to the maledidion, and the roan, who aftually under- 
** went it, v/2is Jehcva/jy State of the Cafe between Mr* 
Bedford and Mr. Cat cot t^ p. 6. • 

Covenant. 
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Covenant with the Father (or ev^n in confc- 
quencc.of an Oath made to his Father) the 
Gurfe due to another^ for the breach of ^/2^- 
tber Caoenant^ and be alfo charged with the 
puniftiment due to another ; yet as he fulfilled 
his engagement, by fubmitting to that vitari- 
ous punilhment (as well as in all other rc- 
fpedls) he could not be execrated for the 
breach of his Oath, which is the mly execra^ 
tton iniplied in n^K, when interpreted by the 
binding one's felf under a conditional Exe-^ 
cration. 

In a word, if we would deduce O^nSN and 
h>VK from the fame verb n^}?, and in the 
fame fenfe of the verb, and make ni^W a par- 
ticiple paflive of it, we fhall not be able to 
iavoid, making rvhii to fignify a perjonfworn 
under a conditional execration^ if we expound 
ID^n^N by the Jwearers to a Covenant under 
the penalty oj a conditional execration ^ or if 
we wUl expound TXbVi by a perfon execrated^ 
making D♦^S^? (to preferyc the fame fenfe of 
the word) to fignify fomething too harfli tQ 
•be exprcfled. 

If it be faid, that niSx is only ufed to de- 
note a vicarious Execration'', Cbriji being 

'. » Thasit is Mr.C. foems totakeit. Sermon, p. lo.— " The 

made^ 
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made a Cur fe for us, for want of a better word 
to convey to men the Idea of that great conr^ 
defceniion and mercy to them^ it would be 

•• fecond part> fays he, (viz. of the Covenvnt) was condidd- 
•• nal» that in caSe man fell, they [the Etabiml would put 
•* him into a method of Salvation^ by one of the Eiabim fuf* 
** firing iu ihfJfetuUr^fti^. 

So i^ain» ** The fubfhmce of this Covenant, was to redeem 
•• mankind, which wa$ to be effefied by the fufferings^ and 
^ inah of the fecond Perfon,y9r, and in thtfieadKA Man, in 
•• cafe man fell.'* State of the cafe, p. 5. 

So again, 'ElMtb . . . applicable f thefectni Per/on only^ be^^ 
cAufe he dniy was to become aBually execrateJ^ or, in St. 
Fauti words, be made a Curfifmr hUnkiudy ibid. p. 6. 

In like manner another author on the fame fide. '* We do 
•• not fay that Cbrift was m^K, becaufe he and the two 
•• other peffons were pleafed to become C*n*7f?. The fe* 
•* tond Perfon Was ,rn*7Jt» bore ihi'Execration on another Ac* 
•* count, not from the hrtacb rftbe Oath .... but, becaafe 
•• as fiurcty for MaM, he was /», and, tvitb the human nature 
•• to do, and {aWet, or fadsfy that juftice which man could 
** ji#^ ihfir bim/e/f. Examiner j^xamined/p. 24 and 2^, 

But now that he was ftylcd Hl^K on that other Acewvt^ re* 
mains to be (hewn ; for it feems nothing more than an arbi» 
trary fuppoddon ; founded on (another fuppofitlon} his be^ 
ing pleafed to become Q^^7M» And if he was not EUab^ 
upon that fame conftru^lion of the verb Jlab^ by which he. 
was properly denominated one of the Eiabim^ it will not be 
c:tiy to warrant that peculiar dde to him- 

The fame author, in a few lines after, adds, " I do not 
•• know that it [viz. the word n*?Kf Exe€ratiom\ doth cxprcfs 
** the particular Curfe which is requifite in ^"^tjy Oath, and 
** which, from the nature of an Oath, is conditional ; but as it 
^ fignifies a Cmr/e^ or Execration^ we are to gather what the 

but 



t49] 

but reafoiiable to demand where k is, that the 

word IS found {q u fed, or by what rule of con- 
ftrudtion jt may be interpreted to this fenfe ? 

" the particular PI^K or Execration [was] which the DIvl- 
" nit/ in Cirifi did Ondcrgo, fi, in mhnf Jenfe k^ nuai ^*^^t» 
•* by what was perfoi'mcd by Jehovah in Man. And perhaps 
" from Aence we may get the ftridl Idea of the word.** Ibid. 

p. ag. 

But rhU expreffes no curfe at all confequent apon any 
Oath> that is fuliillefl by the, fwe^rer. It is indeed frotn the 
q^Cure of on Ofith etm^tlw^h viz* depending on tl^e perfbrm-*. 
iVice or nQp-perfomance Qf (he Q$uh by hifn, whQ takes itj. 
and ff^ 41 depcodiftg on th^ Witt V AAloni of «ny other per^ 
ffHi) nfi( fogftS^ ill ^^ Q»tb« 8q th»t in order to find out the 
W^if^Qf m/S» w«!^e not to look for an H/M* which it 
not confequent on th^ breach oi the Oaib,which he had taken. 
Al»d if we are \^^M Uft W ^^i/M* in 'wbatfet^ hi is FTlSl** 
/i«» 'what ht did mtdtrgp, $r ferfn^m^ oor queftion concerning: 
^ proj^rl^ty of (Isitt word fet m& to be at ap end. For if it it 
Qdt ^propriaie to Ci&r;}^ by iU peculiar imfmrt find foK?, as % 
panicil^o pa$ve of n^t^> ^^ °p)^ perhaps be derived fixnt 
iome other root than that of Xx)V^ )» taken in fome other 
(enfe duui that ^ exitratti^ and be a n^me of the Supreme 
Bfing withbnc any peculiar cdation to the fecond Ferfoo* 

l/ir.H* if i underhand him righti B«^oost8lbra«/r«/mtf 
ExM-atim nnder the term Hl^t* in thb masnet. " If one of 
**$he Bjfhfue covenanted, if maafdl, to undergo the ^jr^rrtftr 
*' $im of taking iie(h, being evilly treated in it, and in it tumg« 
*' ing en a tree ; after man.h^ fkllea, he was,aecording to tho 
^ ftntenee of the Law H^bp, />#tf^ xxj. a3. GoL iii. 13. 
•• C«r/f^ Execratid, or> &e. So from the time man fell tilt 
" /A/ Oath was per£hrmed> he was firft obliged abfolntdy» 
" be execrated^ and at laft was adoally ext€rmi$d.^^ Reoivk* 
on die Obfervations, p. 7 1 , 7 2. 

E and 
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and when it is fuppofed to carry fuch fenfc^ 
it has no more relation to the rhit from which 
pnnSu is taken, than ni^K has to^D^i. I 
mean no more relation infenfe^ whatever it 
may have in letters. 

• II. Another objcftion againft the admif- 
fion of this interpretation of D^H^K, is, that 
it doth not rightly fuit the word in feveratof 

I snoyeno queftion concerning this account, fave only^whe- 
ther niTKf wliich is faid to be «« Epithet ofChrifi^ and to 
be ufed in the Hebrew Scripture to denote Him alone , {wm 
the time of xnan*8 falling to the time of Cbrift^s aSualfy tak» 
ing tbe^Cur/e upon him, be exprefliTe of his Character in that 
interval, or even (^that one peculiar circumflance of it, vis. 

; HisbtiagolfiigeJai/o/itteiy to he execrated f 

. The pleading that an Execration was the matter of the Oath 
or Covenant, which the fecond perfon in the Effence was fup- 
pofed to enter into, will no ways alter the import of the w(Mid 
n^N> or the nature of the Execration implied in it. For he^ 

\ who binds himfelf under a conditional Execration^ to take upon 
him another Execration^ depending on other conditions, doGt 
fa^ fulfilling his obligation in taking upon hia the latter Exe^^ 
eration, which was the matter of the Oath, totally exempt 
himfelf from incurring the former Exeerationy whkh was the 
penalty . of the breach of his Oath. In this cafe he muft necef- 
fttriiy come under one of thefe t*voo Execrations : but he rimr- 
nitpojibly come under both. So that by taking upon him the 
Execration^ which his .Oath obliged him to, tho' he may, on 
that account be fl^Vp* a* Mr. H. obferves, yet he cannot 
be m7t< on that account,, or in any other fenfe, that rO/lt 
can bear as a participle paffive from H /fcl ^« l^i^ ^^^^ ^ '**"• 
dUiQnal Execrations 

the 



ttie ufes and applications, that are made of it 
in. Scripture. 

Mr. d. indeed complaint, that our Tran- 
Nation ftill renders Elahim God, nothing /o 
the meaning of the Hebrew *. But I am apt 
to think he would have Withdrawn his com- 
plaint. If he had been at the trouble of mak- 
ing a trial, how our tranflation, in many parts 
of it, would have run, if the meaning of the 
tiebrewy as he gives it, was ufed inftead of 
,^od: Or what end Would be ferVed, if the 
word Elahim were always retained in the 
tranflation (as it is iti his owh quotations) tho* 
i\ were with a conftaht explanatory note in 
the margin of its fignificatibn, as be gives if. . 

Where Elahim is lifed fbr the true God, 
the* Idea bf a Trinity of Perfons y^(?r« to a 
coveftarity &c. perhaps in forty- nine places out 
of fifty niakes nothing to the fenfe of the con- 
text. And where it is hot ufed of the true 
God, but of Angels or Idols, or falfc objcfts 
of worfhip, this Idea cannot be carried along 
with it, becaufe hone of thefe can be fuppo- 
fed to ftyled Elahim ^ as being perfons bound in 
^ covenant ufider a tonditional Execration. 

« Sermon, page 9. 
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When it is faid of falfe Gods, that they 
are not Elabim, a^rhn nb Jer. n.n. doth 
it mean only, that they have not /worn? &c. 
or rather doth it not mean, that they have no 
Divine Attributes ? 

When it is faid, for the Lord^wr E/a^ 
him^ He is Elabe of Elabim^ and Lord of 
Lords, Deut. x. 17. ahhough the word, your 
Elabim^ might be fuppofed to have fbme rela- 
tion to Gcxi's Oatb to Abrabam. and Covenant 
with hi$ feed, yet Elabe of Ekbim cannot be 
conceived to have any fuch allufioq, or to im- 
port in cither of the words, fwearing or cove- 
nanting in any fenfe. So again, when he is 
called God of God's a♦nS^f bn.jojh. xxii. 22, 
and elfe where, to conftrue Elabim differently 
from hn would yield fomething, which, to 
conunon readers at leaft, woqld prove fcarce 
intelligible. Or to expound both words by 
thdr original fignifications, as Mr. C. gives 
them, viz. tbelrradiator^ and theCovenant0rs\ 
would hardly mend the matter. 

Suppose his radical fignification of £/j- 
bim were properly enough conveyed with fuch 
epithets, as El^him ^i^Abrabam^ of the ^ He^ 

' • Scnnon, p. 1 1 . ^ Ibid. p. 17. « ExocL m:6; 

•^ Ibid,iii. 13. 

brews^ 
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irews, of « Ifraely of ^ Jerufalem^ &c. yet 
when it is joined with epithets from God's na* 
taral or moral Attributes, as « Higb^ ^ Eter- 
nal, or * Holy Elahim ; or Elabim of ^ jFT^^- 
•y^», Etahm of * IZ^i, ©r. viz. with fuch 
names of natural things, as are independent 
on bis Covenant with mankind^ it muft furely 
mean his Divine Being, be expreffive of his 
Dominion and Sovereignty, and appear as 
much the common name of his nature, as Je-- 
hvab is his proper name. 

If there is any one paffage in the Old Te- 
(lament, wherein we are obliged more than 
in others to underftand and tranflate D»nSi* 
hy /wearers, or covenanters, it is where God 
firft reveals himfelf to Mofes as the Elahim of 
his Fathers, oi Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob.. 
Exod. iii. 15. For God had then aSlually 
/worn as well as covenanted With Abraham 
and his feed for ever. Yet when this paflage is 
^quoted by Cbriji, Matt. xxii. 32. and by St. 
Stephen, A6ls vii. 32, we find a^^^^{ rendered 
by e«f^: And it muft not be faid here, that 
this is nothing to the meaning of the Hebrew. 

* 2 Chron. vi. 16. ^ Ibid, xxxii. 19. 6 Pf. Ixxviii. 56. 
^ lia. xl. 28. i Jofh. xxiv. 19. ^ Ezra i. a. » Pf. Ixxx. 8> 

E -2 I K-NOW 
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I KNOW to this it is replied, that C^riJ 
and his Difciples talked in SyriaCy and, thi^t 
^hc EvaqgcUfts, inftcad of giving us the trup 
Cleaning qf th.e wqrds, he or th?y aiight ufp 
when they quotecf the QIJ %ej\^menty have 
given us the Lxx verfion of ftich (juotations } 
which for n^any reafops, as is fugg^fted *, it 
was not prudent for them to alter, thq* faulty. 
I am obliged, for brevity's fal^e, not tq enter 
into this part of the difpute here, apd (hall 
only mention one thing, which iipems pertir 
nent to my prcfent point, and is yet indepen- 
dent pn the faid difpute,. and that is, that St^ 
Taul^ Hebrew xi^ i6, fpeaking of the Cove-: 
pant and the Promifes made to the Patriarchs, 
and of their faith, fays, thatt on account of 
this their Faith God was not afhamed Qtog 
izsriicoLku^ett avrSvj to be called their Qod. 

Now this is not a quotation from the lxx. 
verfion ; but a reference of the Apoftle him- 
felf tp the reafon, why God took on him the 
^itle of the God of Abraham^ &c^ 

There will indeed be yet a door open for 
difpute, whether St, Paul v/as the Author of 
this Epiftle ; and whether it was not wrote 

a See Remarks on the Dbfervations, p. S^, &(?. an4th^ 
Examiner Examined, p. 36, &c. . * • 
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firft in Hebrew^ where the word Elahim might 
be ufed ; and e^V be the word of the Tran^ 
flator only. Now all that I (hall fay at preferft 
againil the notion of its being wrote originally 
in Hebrew^ is, that one paflage in the Epiftle 
fccms to fet fuch notion quite afide, viz. chap, 
vii, 1,2. being by interpretation King ofRigb-^ 
temfnefs\ and after that King of Salem ^ that is, 
King^ Peace. This cannot be any addition or 
gfofe of an interpreter, becaufe it is an Argu- 
ment of the Apoftle to give the myftery of the 
words, and not barely the fenfe of them •. 

• The Defendir of Mr. H.'s Plan^ in anfwer to the li^tft 
ApoL p. loi. feexns to think^ that the Apologifi^ by holdinjf, 
that the Evangelifls could not traxiflate or quote the OU Te* 
ftanifnt otherwifc than jufMy, doth thereby ^^gi've Judgment 
" «<?«'y tkemfqr r^nderin^ DVI/t* plvraJ lyBtoiiJingular^ 
•* as vuell as iranjlating both nijl* ^nd *i^K /^y «J^»o^** 

Should the Apologifi reply, that the Evangelifts, in render- 
ing D»n7K by eio\, have given judgment againft the taking 
D^^^N in a plural fenfe, tho' it have a plural termination, 
it might fuilficiently obviate this part of tlw pbjeaion, in the 
manner it is put. 

** And if we take the word W^t*?, according to the force of 
** the Grtek tongue from ity^«r, it will argue, that he alone 
** hath Authority and Power." This tallies with THl^. 

" And if we go further therein, a^4 fSetch the notion thereof 
^' from ieJ^w, to exift, it wjU exa^ly ^fwcr to niH*, who k 
" theojir." Dauhux, on the Rcydations, p. 197. This quo- 
tation may fqrvc at pafcat for an anfwer to the other pai^t of 
thcObjefition. , . * 

E 4 III. If 



[ 56 ] ^ 

IIL If wc would have an eye to the Ma- 
jcfty of the Divine Nature, in feeking out the 
etymology of DM^K> it v^rould feem far CDore 
reafonable to deduce pi^M to fwear^ and xh\lt 
w Oatb^ from hSk and omSn G&d^y than to 
deduce the name of God from an Oatb^ 6c 
from the adtion oi fivearing^- 

SoME of the Rabbins^ and fome learned 
men, and among the red the late Mr. H and 
Mr, C. and others have been pleafed to affirm^ 
the one, viz, that God takes his nam^ fipiq 
n7N ji^ro. Now, (hould any other perfon^ 
were it only to try how far fuch a fuppofition 
would go, fay juft the contrary, viz. that nSt< 
juramentum^ nay, and nbK ju^o^ adjure, &c. 
are derived from nSw* an original word, de- 
noting ihtjufnme Beings I verily think hd 
would have m g<ood pntencet for bis Deriva* 
lion as they have for theirs. 

For fetting afide the authority of the Rab^ 
hins (which is ft6t very great) and, that of a 
few learned men, who have followed them 
herein (which perhaps is greater) and, if it 

• There is a parallel inH^nfce of tbw in t}ie Arttbic language,^ 
whefein the word VK figiaifies both Ood^tiA ak Oath or Cc* 
fUiuaat^ Whence <3^^'>/, in his Jrdbtc I^exicon '-^ " ^^ 
*^ .Deus (fed artitrvr cfe 7N Hehr^orum) Fmannty Tardus, J»^ 
*' r0m»tum, quafifiat, Deg Tefie advQcato,^^ 

may 



[S7] 
may be fjx&en, that of Mf . H, to6 (which 
is not abldiutely decifive) and fetting afide 
preju^ios againft a new invefited derivation, I 
aoi perfuadedy the latter deduction -will be 
found to iland better with reafon^ in every 
view of it, than the former, and mt w^rfi in 
refpedl of Grammar rules. 

Because the very eflenceof-^^ Oatb^ or 
its proper diftindlioh from an jiffeveratim^ or 
^promife^ confifts in its immediate relation tx> 
God^ as an appeal to him, or taking him to 
record, Thou Jhaitfwear by my name, is His 
Law and Command* 

It is the only focial and common adion of 
human life, in which man makes God a party 
wirh himfclf, or ajfumes Ood into bis a&ion : 
except this may be faid alfo of a Carfe, as di* 
ftinguiibcd/rom all other fpecies of maledic- 
tion ; and which, for the fame rtafon, is in* 
eluded (my etymologift will fay) in the deri- 
vative nSjt- Whatever is properly called an 
Oath, or a Curfi, doth fo include the Autho- 
rity 6f Go(£s name, and the fandion of his 
vengeance, as no other human aftion doth. 
Nay, whatfoever hath the lead relation to 
God, tho' it be his Temple, Altar, or Ftmt^ 
Jiool^ &c. yet, if they be taken into aflevera- 

tions' 



tionsand promiics, they htcomt batbs, mere^ 
ly from the relation they bear to God, and 
their affinity with a proper Oatb, which takes 
in God bimfelf. If then the nature of an Oath 
be derived from His Beings what wonder if 
the Name of Oath be derived (efpecially in 
the firft and moft expreffive language, accord- 
ing to Mr. H,) from His Name and Title ? 

It is further to be obferved, that to take 
the name of God, is God's own defcription or 
definition oian Oath in the third Command- 
inent Which phrafe therefore xht Syriac 
and Arabic Verfions, and the Titt^ww, render 
hy /wearing by his name. Now, if it be 
/wearing to take bis name, (hall his name be 
taken from /wearing, rather than 0/7/i& de- 
rived from his Name? And when God/ivore, 
htjwore by b/m/elf: {b clofely is an Oath con- 
ceded with his Being j and yet his Being is 
independent of an Oatb^. 

« The Etymologift would not bfc without his aniwer^ if he 
was further quei^ioned about the other fignifications of J/ab, 
whether wun or 'uer^, ' . • 

He would probably refer H/K. «« Oak (arbor Jo^is) to 
the fame Original ; and would obferve, that whatever is faid 
of thtfacrednefs of that Tree, and the Application of it to re-: 
ligious u/esf will hold as compleatly and juftly in its rtfertnce 
\» this Root, as in that to Alahjuravit, 

If 
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If to this it be objeded, that n^ the verb, 
to fwear^ cannot be regularly dediiced ffbm 
hVk, GodyOi noun ; for all words importing 
adlion, muft be from verbs aftive ; it may be 
anfWered, that this rule of Derivation is not 
without fome remarkable Exceptions. If, for 
jnftance, the verb y3W (another JSif^r^w 
word forjwearing) may be deduced from j;3B^ 
feptem^iy^y^id^ is, I think, fo far from being 
denied to be its root, that a connexion, the' 
not a very clofe one, is perceived, and gives 
fome fetisfadlion) why may not piSk, the 
other verb for fw^aring^ come from the noun 
pf the fame letters, fignifying God, where the 
relation is fo ftrong and undeniable ? 

If it be further objeded, that all names 
of Pcrfons in Scripture have foundation in 
fome aBion^ or verb of ASlion, the anfwer is, 
that, if it be fo as to many, or moftofthc 
f roper names of men, yet it foUoweth not, 

•Poflibly, he wpuld further fay, that the 'verh Tw^j even 
in its fenfe of Ejulavit^ fliould bie referred thither alfo i^ fincc 
great Lamentations are commonly mixed with repetitions oi 
His Name, and are frequently dire3 in'vocations of it. So that 
the original Idea pf the Root is generally con^^eyed in all the 
Expreffions of great pain or grief, that are made by exdama- 
tion» 

Can as much be fald towards ihewing a relation or connec- 
tion between AJaJb to lament, and J/a/j to/ivear, or adjure? 

" ' that 
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that^ it fliDutd be ib in the commm name for 
the Deity. 

VK) another common n&lne of God^ has no 
root in the Hebrew^ that is extant at lead; 
which is J wr^. If nevcrthefs it muft be fup- 
pofed to come from fome verb> which is not 
extant in the language now, why may not the 
fanie be fuppofed of nSte too ? Or, if *7>e be 
not derived at all (being His name, who \% 
tonderived Himfelf ) why may not xh^ be al- 
lowed the fame privilege ? 

If there is any one noun in the Hehren» 
tongue, that may claim a primacy^ and a 
right to be beholden to no root, but to ftand 
independent erf" all other words, TheName^ or 
Names of God^ fhould in all reafon be digni- 
fied with this Prcheminencei And therefore, 
if n^K, His name, tho* only a noun, and nSw, 
tofivear^ tho' a verb pf adion, ftand compe- 
titors for this prerogative of independency, \ 
fhould be apt to give my vote for the former. 

Not that I mean any thing more by all 
this fuppofition, than only to try, how far it 
would weigh againft Mr. C/^ Aflfertion (which 
yet is no more than a fuppofition, as there is 
noproof of it)and to fhew, thit when any 
one is inclined to make the beft of a conjec- 
ture 
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tore in oppodtion Xq His, more may be laid, 
than at firfl fi^t would be expe^ed i and 
above all tp (hew, that Fancy, in Etymolo- 
gic, niuil not be too much indulged, nor a 
ftrefslaid, even on plaufible conjeiaurcs, that 
in all pointy, which are as difputable as this ap- 
pears to be, one would chufe to fp^ak with 
deference, and .modcfty, be content with 
barely offering, or propounding a reaibnaUe 
opinion, and then leave it to its own weights 

IV. The laft objeftion I (hall bererocntioii 
againft the admiflioo of -Mr. C/« interpreta- 
tion of Elabim (which beii^ very material, I 
have cbofen to re&rve^to this place) k^ ^»X 
the pailages, which are brought iwm Soi-. 
pture to recoocik us to the Idea, which the 
wtf d, according to him, conveys, do not at 
all anfwcr the end, for which th«y are cited. 

.When he quotes, for inftaisoe, page 1 1. a 
place in Genefisy viz. " By. w^hlf inriK i! 
^JiAm^ iaith j^ebgvaA^ that in thy ieed (hall 
<^ all the nations of the earth be bkfled," to 
prove, that Biabim had Jworn^ 'inbo b^d (an 
he fays, p. 9.) before the A9ion. of Creation 
performed an AB^ wbicb demminated them 
'EvAVLiMyviz. perfonsy who ban^ej'wom t9 a 
covenant^ have kid tbemfihes muter a cmdi^ 

tional 



execratiort, p. 8. 1 fay, when he procJuetS 
this text, as refefring to that original Oatb 
and contrast^ he feems to have overlooked all 
thofe texts following in the Bible^ viz. Gem, 
xxvi. 3. PJaimcv. 9. Ecclus xliv. 21. Luie 
i 72. and He6. y'u 13.. which refer to God'i 
Oath in this place, isis to an Oatb, made by 
God to A^aiamy in Mount Moriaby at the 
time when he had proved his readinefs to fa-' 
crifice his fbn. 

The queftion lies here, whether God did 
Jwear to Abraham upon this laft remarkable 
inftancc of his piety and obedience, and con* 
firm nowhy an Oath, what he had onlypro^ 
mifed to him before -, or whether God, upon 
this occafion only, gave him to underftand 
whk had been concluded upon, ziAfwornto 
by the Elabim^ before the foundation of the 
world: For thitf I conceive to be Mx.CJs 
meaning in thefe words, p. 1 1. So in the Md^ 
mfeHatiom to the Patriarcbs, in confequence 
and' reference to the original contraSl. Gen* 
xxii. 16. by mffelfbave Ifworn, &c. 

In order to decide this, let the texts fol- 
lowing be confidered in their order. 

God fays t9 Ifaac, Gen. xxvi. 3- " I will 
« perform the Otf /i&,which Ifware unto Abra-^ 
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«• bam thy Father, and I will make thy feed 
" to multiply, &c. becaufe that Abraham 
*< pbeyed my voice." And this declaration of 
God to Ifaac^ that he would perform the 
faid Oath^ is moft probaWy that^ which k 
called God> Oath to Ifaac, Pf cv. 9^ « The 
*^ Covenant, that he made -m^A^abamy and 
" bh Oatb unto J/aac:' Tho* poffibly God 
might ^^^r to Ifaac too, or at kaft tbe Oatb 
abovementioned in Moriaby being ,in the prc- 
fence and hearing of jy^^i*, as well as in fa-- 
your- of his feed, might be Ipoked upon as 
God's Oath to Ifaac^ as well as to Abraham. 
Ecclus xUv* 20, 21, 22. ** Abrdbam^ whea 
" he was proved, was found faithful : there- 
" fore he aiTured him by an Oath^ that he 
*^ would blefs the nations in his &ed, &c.— 
" With IJaac did he eflabliflh likewife, for 
" Abraham his Father's fake, the Blefling of 
" all Men and the Covenant." 

Luke i. 72. ^* To remember his holy Co-! 
" venant, tbeOath^ which he /ware unto A-* 
'** braham^*'O^KWo¥ afietrs ^^©V 'Ai3^*afe./' 

Heb. vi. 13. " For when God made pro- 

.** mife to Abraham y becaufe he coxM/wear 

" by no greater, he/ware by bimjelf, faying, 

y furely 
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?* forcljrblcffing, will I blcfs thee, and multi- 
t* plying, will 1 multiply thee */' 

Now this text, if there were no other, is fo 
foU an explanation of Gm. xxii. i6. (the text 
in queftion) in regard to Cod's Oat b (when he 
lays. By myjilfbave IJwom) being to be un- 
derftood of his then fwearing to Abraham^ 
that it fcems decifive. * For it was to Arabam 
in perfon, that the Oath was made: tS yap 
""-AfifcMfA iwmyreihmfU9Qg. And the Oath itfelf 
is quoted in the lxx verfion, from the text 
in Genefisy iiMtre nLoff iaviS ^iyav^'^H \/Jw cJap* 

• T^ ]MU&se 19 to be the more dofely attouied to, be- 
aufTe the ipterpretatioa of another pai&ge in this chapter dc'- 
pends much upon it. Mr. H, fays, that *^ though the Ela- 
^ him camiot lye nor break their Covenant^ or Oatb^ yetthey 
U am make « Cofenaot each with the others, zxAfmear to 
•* i^erform it, and they tell us their Rcafpn, lUI^ vi. 17.—/^ 
*^Jhrw unto the Hfirs ofFromift the immut ability ofhU Coun- 
^feU. hterpo/edbimfeifhy an OafhV Rem. on the Obf. p. 65. 
— — And he further fays. " Thil Covemut and Oath was 
•* hoCoMCf fmtde^ but is often rrfprnd to by this Verb and 
•* noun, viz. ri*?K>" ibid. p. 69. 

This text feems likewife to be Mr. Romaine's chief Autho«> 
rity for the very ia[iportiUAt f4teration he thought himielf ob« 
liged to make in Af . ^ Cahfio^s Concordance. And yet the 
Context (hews evidently, that all this reafoning of the Apoftlc 
is relative to Qo^s Oath to Abraham^ mentioned above in the 
thirteenth yerfe ; and nothing can he gathered from it where- 
by it may appear, that attf Oath of God, prior to that, is fo 
much as referred to. 
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ySif BvXcy^crco o-g, Kj 'JtXmdivm 'yrXi/fivvoo ei^'V9\\\^ 
dre the words of the Oath in Moriab, This 
text likewife fliould prevent, or correct, any 
Mifapprehenfions, that may arife from ouc 
Englijh Verfion, wherein the Tranflators 
have fhewn too clqfe an attachment to the 
tenfes in the Hebrew^ and have rendered, both 
here and elfewhere, the original word *jn]^3Z?Jf 
ip the perfedt tenfe, / havejworn^ when it 
might have beett as juftly rendered in the pre- . 
fent tcnfe^ I pwedt : and whiil^h is really the 
moft natural rendering, from the reafon of 
the Oath given at the fame time, viz. ** J5f- 
^* caufe thou haji done this thingy and haft not 
•* withheld thy fon, thy only fon^ that in 
«* bleffing I will blefs thee, &c.— And in thy 
** feed (ball all the nations of the earth be 
"^^ blefled, becaufe thou haft obeyed my voiced 
If we look but three verfes higher (viz. to the 
twelfth) we find the Hebrew perfed tenfc 
made prefent to- accommodate the fenfodn 
thefe words, »ni^T nrsy " Now I know, that 
** thou feareft the Lord j" which, if Hebraized, 
as in the other inftance, fhould have been, 

'Now I have known, &c. Here are two verba 
of the fame termination, fame formation, 
fame tenfe, and ufed on the fame occafion, 
♦f5?aW and ♦njTI* from y^m and yn% yet the' 
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one IS rendered, Ibdvefwom^ and the otlief^ 
1 knmv : whereas the context dire As, that bckh 
(hould be in the prefent tenfe. Nothing is mare 
cx)mmon in the Hebrew^ than to expre& the 
p'efent by the perfed tenfe, as commenta^ 
tors often note ; and in this pafTage fome of 
them have laid, that Juravi is put for Juro. 
See Pererius^ Mufculus^ and others on Gen. 

On £ might further add, that however pro- 
per it might be for God to [wear by btmfelf^ 
when be fpoke to man, as Abraham was ; yet 
to fwcar by bimfelfto hin^lj^ or for EJabim^ 
the perfons in the Godhead, xofmear by tbem^ 
Jehoes to tbemfehes (tho' they could fwcar, as 
Su Paul &ySf by none greater than tbemjelves) 
is a conftrudion, and gives an idea, that the 
tnind amnot reft in, without fome plain and 
convincing proof, that the FaB was really fii 
apd the bare name of Elabim feems by no 
means afufficient Evidence offuch FaB ; cfpe- 
ciaJly, as we find no inftance of Goisfwear^ 
ing exprefled by the verb nf?Jf, but always by 
.the other verb j;2W. 

Mr. C/s fecond te« to prove, that thej& 
Mhim fwore, &c. is. Pf. Ixxxix. 3,4-"! have 
." fwora unto David ^ my fcrvant. Thy feed 
«« will I cftablilh for ever/' But here the origi- 
: - 4 uaX 
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fial word is fhe fame as is t he fo ram* text, atid 

may be rendered, Ifivear^ as wcU as, I bona 
jworn. But indeed, this paflage may well ftarid 
as k istranfl^ed, becaufe it plainly rdates to 
God-s ^vcixi^^ Jblenmly given by Nathan^ in 
the iecond book of Sam. vii. ii. i6. And 
teke it which way you will, thtfiveanngantt 
D^md (yrb) is a proof, that this Oatb is not 
to be onderftood c^any adt done before the 
Creation^ ^ 

Th e next text cited by Mr. C. for the fame 
purpofe, is P/. ex. 4. ** The Lord hatbfworn^ 
« and will not repent. Thou art a Pricft for 
«« ever, after the order of Mekhlfedek^ yDtri 
ti^nn If one fliould fay, this may only mcaft 
y^bovab fwearetb^ and will not repent ^ there 
is an end of the proof intended by this quota- 
tion. St. Faul^ in reciting it, fays, Mx^lv^r 
yci^iti 0*0 'l€fiuV> &c. ^eb. vii. 17. 2 r. " Thofc 
*** Pridfts Were made without an Oatb^ but 
*«this mtb m Oatb, by him, that /aid unto 
^* him, Sfd rir hkyteijog ^rr^og uvToVj^fi/jiOTs Kv^tdc 

*x:. Now, whence doth it appear, that this 
Qafb, or Divine AfTurance, was earlier than 
the ^ophet, by whom it is revealed ? It is 
troe the Addtefs in this Pfalm\% not to Man. 
It 18 rW!V to OHK. It is a prophecy ofCbriJi's 

F. z future 
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future Paffion, Dignity, Priefthood, Conqudft-/ 
and Kingdom. And the verbs in it, through- 
out, are varioufly rendered by the lxx, and 
other tranflators, fomctimes in the perfcft^ 
fometimes in the prcfent, but moftly in the 
future .tenfe ; altho* the Hebreii? hath them 
moftly (fee Sf 5> 6.) in the perfed, and this 
among the reft. And there is no more necef- 
Cty for rendering the Hebrew by, The Lord 
hathfworriy inftead oifweareth^ than there is 
to fender the words immediately following 
the Oath, by, " The Lord on thy right hand 
.*' (j*no) hatb Jlruck through^' inftead of 
^^ Jhall Jirike through Kings in the day of his 
'^ wrath/' f 5, Or («^) " he hath filled the 
" places with dead bodies", inftead pf, *^ he 
<^ JJjall fill;' (Sc.f 6. And indeed, thefe 
verbs cannot be otherWife underft:ood than a$ 
juture, becaufe (♦Jin») Chrifi^ the Son. of 
David, to whom the paflage relates (fee 
Chri/rs own reference to it, Matt.nxiUJ^z. 
&c.) WQ,s mt incarnate when this Oath was 
made -, or rather, when this Divine Aflurance 
was prophetically fealed, to (hew the immutaf 
bility of God! s Counjel to the Heirs of profnije^ 
'Thereforeuo Argument muft be drawn 
from the tenfes in the Hebrew : Or, if one 

ihouW 



jhould attempt it, the nature and purport, of 
ijie Oath would forbid its being dated earlier 
than the Order of Priefthood, to which it re- 
/ers ; or its being pleaded in proof, that the 
^lahimfwore before the Creation ; unlefs it 
could be fuppofed, that they fwore to each 
pther, concerning an order of Priefthood, and 
the name of a man dignified with that Order, 
before either Priefthood, Men, or Language, 
were yet in being. Whereas all is ealy and 
natural on fuppofition of its being an Oati iu 
prophetic ftyle, by way of anticipation ^ t Jin« 
municated to David by tJrie Spr it^ c^ad by 
JDavid^ to pofterity. 

The laft text, that Mr. C. prodac-s for 
Qodi's /wearmg^ is I/aiai? xlv. 23. (p, it.) 
V^here fl^e very expreffion is ufed, thatoccars 
in Gpd^§ Oath to Abraham^ explained above i 
viz. ^r^pg?3 O. And therefore the fame an- 
fwer v^ill ferve. Anqther of the very fame 
.will be^ found in Jer. xxii, 5, and again xlix. 
13^ Bflt it was prudent in Mr. C. not to pro- 
ceed further in his citations of this kind, be- 
^aufe ♦nyatyj ♦a, in th? next te:i?t he muft 
have quoted had he proceeded, viz. Jer. 
^ii. 5. is tranflated, as is the moft natural in 
||i3t placCj,. I /wear. ** If ye will not hear 
J. ' f 3 *^thefe 



«« theft words, TJwear by myfetf^ fe^h the 
<< Lord, that this houie (hall become a defor 
•Mation." 

And ib in the fi>lIowing pafl&ge, yiz. Jer^^ 
adix. 13. This our tranflation renders ^"3^ 
VyaiWi I bavejworn; yet the obvious c<mi- 
Arudtion is, " IJivc^r iy ntyftlf^ fakh the 
*^ Lord, that Bmrah fhall become a defola* 
•• tion/* And fp the ^yrtae hath it ; /^ m, 
juro. An4 the fame yerfion would be mdt 
unexceptionable in the text under cpnfidera* 
tion, yiz. ^fliah xlv. 23. according to the ^ 
rMty per f^pfumjuro. 

Avi> to expound any of theft three texts 
of an Oath taken before the world was made^^ 
as direAly referring to fuch Oath, is by no^ 
means natural, nor will it be allowed of with- 
out fome proof of the propriety of fuch expor 
£tion. Or, in other words, a proof from jDtJfJji 
l^at God has Jwom .ftveral times iince the 
Creation, is no proof, that he is ftyled CJ»nf?H 
from having ^^r;?^ or dope any aft to deno- 
iniiiate him fo, before the Creation. 

The total amount of the foregoing Ohm 
Kbtvatiohs, is this ; 

!♦ That we are npt as yet {q fure in our 
?riticifms on the word m^K, or O^nfjjti as t(x 

bo 
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l)e,able to &y pofitively, whether k be derived 
at all: Qr» if it be, what is the true and ge- 
nuine root of \u We are not fure, whether 
C3*n^M> tho' it hath a plural termination Jike 
0**r?, 0*0, and feveral others, may not yet 
have the fignificatibn of j munfingular^ efp^ 
dally when joined with verbs of the iinguls^ 
Oui?fiber \ or when it is appUed, .as it fome- 
times; is, to individuals \ We are not fur«, 
when the points are out of queilipn (as they 
are by concef|ion at pn^nt) whether it ihould 
be pronounced Ekbim^ Akbim^ Elabim^ Abr^ 
him\ t$c. We are noifure^ whether it figni- 
fies properly, a Ju^e or Judges ^ a Swearer 
to a Covenant, or perfom bwnd in a C^enant^ 
or he or they, who. are e£entially potent ^ or 
the £^/^, that ought only U be adored i to 
omit other fenfes formed on other conjectures 
Qlore precarious. We only know, that in its 
pioft fre(^uent ufc in Scripture, and in its mofl: 
proper ligoification, asi colledied from the 

t t!9^^V^ im4 D^A^K ar^ W like manner ufed of lodi* 
fiduals. / 

^ Or AletMf as a late Aathor cluifea tQ write itj^ wlio. fiseps 
^o efpoufe Mr. ^. in every thin^, but in his manner of pro-r 
Sioundng or Writirtg this word. Defence of Mr. HJ*s Planum 
fnfwer to ihiciMid. Jpology. The Editors of Mr. H*s woi^t^s 
Jil^ve #3( i^fert^ i( i« their ]Edition» Jium* 

F 4 Corw 
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C6ntext, it denotes the One ^rue God: arv^ 
fometimes, in a fignification, we may pre^ 
fume, lefs proper, oti^er perfons, or things. 

2. That if we cannot, with any certainty, 
make out the derivation, or the original im- 
port of this word, we muft be content with 
our ignorance, as we muft in many other 
points conccrnipgthe Hebrew language, which 
are neither determined in Scripture, nor by any 
fuiHcient and undoubted Authority: as foi; 
inftance, whether it be the Language of Pa- 
radipy and iht Ante-diluvians j of Ur of the. 
Chaldees^ and of the pofterity of JS?<^^r ; or 

* only the language of the ancient Canaanites^ 
among whom Abraham fojourned, and learned 

* it ? Alfo, ^yhether it be pure and unmixed, 
and beholden, as we have it, to no other Lan- 
guage? Whether it be the mother of all 
tongues, or only of the OnV^/^/ Languages? 
Or, whether it be, like the reft of them, no 
pore than a plank of the (hipwreck at Bqbel^ 

T^ATT thefe points are rgally difpu table, 
appears from the difputes, that have.arifea 
^bout them, and are maintained with argu* 
ments, fo plaufibtle on alj fides, as may ftagger 
. ^ very gqnfiderate perfon in his judgment 
ebout t|iem. And till they can be determine^ 
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with greater precifion, and to more fatisfac- 
tion than they are at pre(ent, it will be wife 
find difcreet, not to build ftrong. on any of 
f bem, as on a certaii> or unconteftable found- 
-atiqn, nqr to urge them with any warmth 
pr Jftiffuefs. And 

3. Lastly, that among the various fup- 
pofitions or conjeftures, concerning the im- 
port or derivation of this word a^rhiiy that 
of Elahtmy as recommended by Mr. C. is not 
the moft happy or promiiing. 

For fuppoiing the word muft have a root, 
and wc muft find it out, why may we not 
* jfearch for it in a kindred tongue, in which, 
poffibly, fome roots, truly Hebrew^ may.be 
yet preferved, thp' not in our Bible? And 
this is the grpuhd of that very fpecious Deri- 
vation, which js given, as I obierved above, 
by Dt.Pocock% Hottwger\ Robertfm'^'^'Xo 

a Unde Elobim apud Hebrseos I ab /llah jurarit ? Longius 
pctitum hoc. Difcimus e lingua Arabici a{) Alaha coluit, fe^- 
yivit, nomen hoc ttff/V^ ro/fWff^r indigitare. 

^ rba coluit, ^oravit. Idem quod *J^j;. Unde flW 

Deus, quzCinumeffvenerani/um, Etymologlae ratio expreffaeft, 
Peut. vi. 1 3 . Smegma Orientale, p. 1 20. 
' « There is no verbal root of it, uhlefs it be the Arabic jf It J^a, 
p worlhip, to ferve, to adore. For the moll high God is • 
|poft religioufly to be adored. Key to the Hdnw Bible, 

• ' which 
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whfch I how add Job. Pafiblus\ Ludidt 
Dieu % and Albert Scbultens ^ 

Supposing it muft be derived from fomo 
verbal root in the Bible, and rhii muft be 
that rgtotj yet, upon examination of the true 
import of that root in Scripture, it will ti^ 
fairly yield that fenfc, which is affixed to Ela^ 
fdbim by Mr. C. though it yicJds, indeed, a 
fcnfe, which i* more proper to derive the 

' tyrha a radkc Arabiqi TO^ colult, adoravit. Dct 

Cgnat Numen hoooranduin, vcncr«n4am, Ifff*^^. piffeit* 
de Selak. Tbef. Theolqg. Philolog. vol. i. p. 671, 

• Commuiie hoc nomen eft Deo« Judicibos^ ommbofiiiir^ 
€pa timcutur, coluntur, ct qutbus fcrvitur : Ab Arabfeo H^tf 
coluit, vencratas cft.Hinc ff^K N^ncn ycnc/^aj^ma. Ani- 
Mid^inVci.Teftp. $^. " ^' 

> ^ In hia Manufcript Lexicon, not yet pubBibed i wbere, a^ 
I am' moft crediUy informed, he dedaces O^H^K h<m the 
Jrahic H /K» w/i^ /i^^ immutahli H. which, he faysj, fignific$ ' 
in that language firft to trenMe^ and thence u regard with ad-* 
mniH§m and 'oeturation. 

It is true, there are other Opinions agqdnfi this Arabic de- 
rlvati<*, produced by Mr H. X^ae Rem, m the Wfer^ati§ns^ 
p. 38.) particularly from GuffHius Com. Ling. Ehr, p.46. wha 
feems to have laboured this pomt ; and which I (hall not wf* 
dertake to difcufs, but (hall leave it to tho'fe, who are (killed 
in the Arabic tongue. Only I would obferve, that thcj^gu- 
guments, which are bulk in the mere prefumption of the m^ 
hrew tongue being the original language of the world, and 
the Arabic being no language till after the time of Cbriji^ 
will not have any weight i^ this csife with attentive Judges. 

namQ 
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pAfOO o(OoA from, viz. the binding §ebers bf 
jidjuratim^ and under pennl SanShons^ to Qie^ 
di^ce. 

And hence it is, that Aibert Schutttm 60^ 

duoesSx from another .^ro^V rbtH^ %nifxing 

;n its firft and moft obvious ftoft^inxit^ aiid 

from thence, in Hebrew^ jufejurandoi ob* 

Jrinxiti as p from Pija'. 

SuPFosiNQ farther, that the verb vhlif m 
the Jkbrew tongue, yields Mr. C/i fepfe, yet 
will. it not foflQW, that God's name is takea 
from thence^ becaufe be had/worn^ for k may 
be otherwiie taken, viz. becanfe menyW^r 
ly bis name^ quod per nomm ^usfitjurandum^ 
as Lud. de Dieu ^ expre&s the fentiment (k 
^me, who deduced God's name from rbut 
juravit. 
Supposing laflly, ihs^Elabim mufl imply 
pod's havingy%ewr» bimfelf^ yet will it not, 
^ tha( ienie, prove a &,&, of the Pedbns h, 
the GodJtyssA /wearing before the Creatbn of 
fhe World. |t will only prove, that God 
having fworn to Graham and his feed, had 
Entitled himfelf to this peculiaf ' name among 
f he people, wjth v^hom his Covenant and his 



? In his Mftnoicript Lexicon, ^vementioned. 
\ Aiumad* in Vec. Teft. p. 55. 



Oath 



f 76 1 
Oath were : And that Mofes calls htm EU^ 
him in the firft chapter of Genefis^ not becaufc 
he had any name at the Creation, that im- 
-ported his having fworn, but to (hew, that 
the Elabim of the Hebrenvs was the Tn^ 
God, and the Creator of the World. 
• When God. firft revealed himfelf unto 
Mofes^ Exod. iii. 6. it was under this characr 
ter. I am the Elabim of thy Father, the jE- 
Jabim oiAbrabam^ the Elabim of Ifaac^ Sf^, 
And when Mkfes aflced him, by what nanw 
he fliould call him, if the people (hould re- 
quire it, when he told them the Elabim of 
their Fathers had fent him, 3^ 23, the aix- 
fwer was, «* Thus fhalt thou iay unto the 
. f ^ children of Ifrael : "Jebovah^ the Elabim of 
«< your Fathers, Elabim of Abrabam^ EJabim 
*« oflfaac, and Elabim of Jacobs hath fent 
** me unto you. This is my i^fune for ever, 
«* and this is my memorial uqto, all genera- 
^^ tions," 3^ 25* Niaw I am not going to op- 
pofe the interpretation 9fyf/$(?wi^, hy Effenoe 
exijling^ or EJfence wtb Powers (tho' how 
.mn comes to mean tQ exert powers^ or to 
.gxi/lwitb power Sy wiU not, I believe, beeafily 
(hewn) but would only obferve, that this paf- 
fagc admits of another conftruftion ver^ fuit*^ 



J 
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fctle W the context, and to that fcnfe of Ela^ 
bim^ which is now under confideration. It is 
a conjefture of Dr. Hare^ in the Preface to 
-bis Pfalms in Metre ^ P- 13- who thinks, that 
tVT\i{ n?^N rrriK, f 2^. may mean no more 
than Sum quifut\ viz. the Elahim of your Fa?- 
thefs, Elahim of Abraham^ &c. And if Ela- 
him really hath relation to the Oath, that God 
iware unto Abraham^ this conje(fiure will ap-- 
pear very plaufible, and the etymology of 
each name (Jehovah and Elahim) vi\\\ feem 
not improbably referred to the Oath and Co- 
venant, that God made with Abraham and 
bis feed* 

An JO therefore, if they, who infift upon £- 
labim being derived from rbH, to fwear^ 
would be content with this rcafon for it, that 
God had fworn to Abraham to perform all the 
promifes made to him, and to his feed ; and 
that he repeated his Oath, or referred to it on 
fome occafions, for confirming the Faith of 
the Ifraelites j I ftiould think one might well 
enough admit of it as a learned conjedure, 
and a probable one, amongfl others offered ; 
notwithftanding the doubts, that arife, whe- 
ther hSn doth ever fignify to /wear ^ as God 
did io Abraham \ or why n^K, if it doth fo 

fignify. 
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fignify, fliould be ufed father tlian j^lJ^j, tot 
the cxpreffing His name, fincc the latter only, 
is iifcd to cxprefs his AS oifwearing, through- 
out the Scripture : Becaufc one would not be 
xexj nice about words^ where things accord^ 
^oid are otherwife fufficiently proved. 

But, if the Advocates of Mr. H. ihfift 
tepon a force in the word Edahim^ to dehote 
ferfom hund in a covenant^ under the penalty 
^^cmditimalmalediSlmi and, from thfe 
£gnifiauion, ioiift upm the FaB of the Ditrme 
i^erfons having yw^r« before the Creati<», 
liecaufe Mofes faiys, Ekbim made the world'; 
and confequently, that they had (before the 
^dljon of Creation) performed an Ad, wliich 
lienommated them Elabim^: If they infill 
xm the Idea o^iYmJwearing^ as neceflary to 
^ true fenfe of £i67i&;>o, wherever it occurs*; 
and, that whatever tranflation of it preferveth 
not this Idea, preferveth not the meaning of 
the Hebrew ^: If they hold to this tenets as It 
refpeds the quotations out of the Old 3qli- 
ment^ given by the Apoftles and Evangelifts 
in the New^ and infinuate, that thefe Htrfy 
Writers had their reafons for leaving the true 

a Sermon, 5. 9? *? Ibid* « Ibid. p. S. 

^ Ibid. P- 9. ' 

meaning 
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neanii^ of this m)|X)itant word (whicb could 
not, in their Account, be exprefled by dieac^) 
to be fetched by the Chriflian Believers front 
the original Hebrew^ when yet the Chriftians, ^ 
for feventeen centuries, do not appear to have 
found it, and the whole church, in thepureft 
ages o^ it, as far as appeareth ^, knew it not : 
If they inform the preient age, that the 22raf« 
lation of God, or the Elabimj to man^ isfo cm-- 
Jmmded by the fdfe conftruSlions of the apojlatt 
"Jewiy and weak interpreters following tbem, 
and mijleading the common people, that things 
related in the mod certain and intelligible 
manner in ihcHebrew Scripture, appear amaz-^ 
ingy when propofed^ nay^ even when explained 
to the generality ofXbriJtiansi that thcfe 
things have been too long concealed^ and ere 
yet known only to afew""^ and " that it has 
«* pleafed God ^ to enable fome perforis fo far 
«< to recover the knowledge of the Hebrew 
tongue % and by confequence of thofe points, , 

» Sermon, p. 34. tnd Examiner £xamiaed» p. 39, 36. and 
Remarks on the Obfervations, p. 54. 

^ Mr. C. indeed^ fays, that the ftrft Chriftians underllood 
the Hfl^Mv'Scripturey as he hath opened them in his Sermon » 
|>. 3 5 . But this will require proof before it is agreed to. . 

« Scrm. p. 1 2. «* Ibid. p. 6. 

* I ^apprehend the Method followed in the recovery of the 
Language b that prefcribed by Gtifetita, whofe Laws, of in- 

- which 
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** which regard man's Salvation, and to fefi 
♦* theiii in fuch a light, as that the rage and 

terpreting the Hebreiu Scripture Mr, H, lays down in thefe 
words: 

** Gufetius^ in his Preface, joins with Scaliger, that each 
•* Hebrew Root has but one Idea j and he fhfews and gives his ' 
•' reafons, that they are not to be taken from Jrabh or other 
** Oriental Dialers, nor from Conftru^ions of the Rabbies'; 
•* and, that we are not to depend upon the lxx, or other 
** Greek Verfions, nor on the Vulgar^ or other Oriental y^x^» 
** ons, or on nenu verfions ; nor are we to take the grammar 
** from any of their rules. But to examine each word in the 
*' Hebrew Scripture by the tifage in itfelfy ^ith Rules, toV.'* 
i^cmarks on the Obfer<uations, p* i 29^ 

It was ungenerous in GouJJet not to acquaint the learned 
World, how this Art of examining each <word by the ufa^e in 
itfelfi without dependence on any Verfions , Old or AW, might 
be attained to. i have been obliged, in this treatife, through 
intire ignorailce of this neiv method, to proceed in the? old 
way, and lay fome Strefs upon the old Verfions,- and particu- 
larly the 1.x x> a Verfion made at a time, when thej^wj were 
not Apofiatesy and when they may be well fuppofed, both t© 
have underftood the Hebrew tongue perfeftly, and to have iiv 
terpreted it truly ; and when they could not be thought, like 
the later Je^JSf induftrioufly to haVe concealed the meaning 
of the capital words in Scripture : A Verfion alfo uipd gene- 
rally by the Evangelitts, Apoftles, and the whole primitit^e 
Church for a confiderable time, 

Likewife, no doubt, I have faid many things in this treatife, 
.for want of better inftruftion, contrary to thofe Ruks^lsc. 
with which our enquiry, after roots (hould be accompaniwi, 
in order to gain the full force of each word, and to fix its one 
original Idea. Yet I have endeavoured to follow reafon and 
the common ufagc of other writers on the like Subjedls, which^ 
I truft, will be thought very excufable, till Goujfet's New Art 
^d Rules prevail. ^ . ., 

" fubtilty 
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** fubtilty, with which they are attacked, will 
"from henceforward, be utterly unable to 
" oppofc them : '* So long, I fay, as they abide 
by thefe opinions and pofitions, it is to be 
hoped, they will allow all thofe, to whom 
whgt they affert feems both new and amazing 
too, to paufe a little in yielding Aflent, and 
to defire, that they would enlarge in their 
proofs of points fo extraordinary, and' which 
they judge to be of fuch confequence, to be 
rightly underftood : And particularly, that the 
ferious and inquifitive may be indulged in a 
more fatisfadlory account, than has been hi- 
therto given, how it comes to pafs, that Cbrifl^ 
and His Apoftles, (hould be totally filent on 
this very interefting interpretation of Elahim^ 
as well as on a number of others, which (fo 
far as we can jucjge from enquiries carefully 
made into ancient Records) were in thofe 
times unknown 5 and yet, from the nature 
and confequence of them, as now reprefented, 
of vaft importance to be known : For as they 
(poke in the Syriac or Hebrew of thofe times 
to the Jews^ they muft have been led fome- 
times to i'nfift upon arguments drawn from 
fome of thofe interpretations ; and the writers 
of the New Tejiamenty would, one would 

G think. 
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think, have recorded thofc arguments, what 
latitude foever they might ufe in quotations 
from the Old Tejiament. 

That they did thus occafionally in fomc 
points of lefs confequence, appears ifrom Gal. 
iv. 24, 25, and Heb. vii. i, 2. &c. And how 
this facred writer, who thought it worth his 
while to intejpret Melchi-Jedek and Salem in 
the Greek tongue,, fliould negleft the more im- 
portant interpretations, cfpecially, that princi- 
pal one oSElabim^ and^alfo when it fell fo op- 
portunely in his way, Heb. vi^ 13. where he 
is difcourfing of God's Oath, and xi. 16. and 
clfewhere, is fomething ftrange. 

Let not therefore any of Mr. Ws friends 
take it amifs, that fuch objedions to their 
account of the fenfe and etymology of this 
word DN^^N, are offered to them, as feem^ 
at the firft fight, to lye againft what they ad- 
vance. 

But let him, who offers his objedlions, or 
advances his own notions, on either fid?, 
otherwife than with ingenuity and candour, 
and in temper and fobriety (as indeed I have 
endeavoured to do, and hope I have done) be 
left quite out of the Difpute. 

4 ' ^ ' tro 
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MR. Catcott^ in his Sermon on iht Ela^ 
bim^ p. 15* %s, ** that it has been 
" proved beyond all cmtradiSlion^ that Btrith^ 
" which has been rendered Covenant^ alwayi 
^* conveys the Idea of Purification : and that 
" Cardtby which, when joined to Beritfo^ is 
«• dill rendered to make a Covenant ^ never has 
" any other fignification (and it occurs in ab- 
•* undance of places) than t$ cut, or cut of. 
•* So what is tranflated to make i Covenant^ 
« fhould be to cutoff a Purifier ^ 

The fame is repeated by Mr. C. in hii 
State of the Caje^&c. p. 7. where he adds, 
p. 8. " that Mr. B. has not produced one 
«* text, where Caratb and Beritb ewr beat 
^ any other fignification, than what he has af* 
«« figiied to them/' 

But here one exception (hould be toade 

from Mr. C/i general rule of tranflating thefe 

two words, viz. of a fingk inftance of each 

G 2 of 
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of them, where he himfelf allows the tendtt^ 
ing in the Englijh Bible to ftand unblamed. 
* As in Serm. p. lo. he gives the tranflatidri 
of Hof, vi. 7. thus, " But, they like Adam^ 
" have tranfgrcffed the Covenant^'' (Berith) 
which he explains himfelf by the tertrn requi^ 
red on the part of Man. I ftiould have fuf- 
peSed indeed, that by the terms ^ he meant 
the terms of Purification^ and not the terms 
of the Covenant^ had not the fcope and in- 
tent of this citation. been to fhew, . that -^- 
dam had tranfgrefled the firft covenant^ that 
the Elahim had bound themfelves to abide 
l)y, " in cafe man flood/* as he fays, ** and 
^* had fulfilled the terms required on his party 
The quotation is made to prove this firft Be^ 
ritb^ or Covenant made with man in his per* 
feft ftate of original righteoufnefs. And he 
immediately fubjoins, *^ This then was the 
^^ firft intent oi i\ii El(ihimy 
^ But the Idea of Purification Is not con- 
veyed in this firft Berith^ made with nian j 
nor can it take place till Adam had tranfgref- 
fed, and was fallen into corruption, and fo 
ilood in need both of an atonement for his 
adldal Sin, and a purification of his depraved 
nature. And yet Berith^ in this text oiHofea^ 

muft 



iriuft be uhderftood in a fenfe, in which his 
as capable of application to Adam^ as it is to 
tiK)fe,of whom the Prophet complains. There- 
fore I muft prefume Mr. C. means here by 
term^^ the terrrn of the Covenant ^ and that 
Beritb is rightly, even according to him, tran^ 
Hated covenant in this place. 

The other quotation, refpedling the fenfe 
of Caratb^ will be found in Mr. C's State of 
the Cafe, &c. p. lyl " To prove," fays he,. 
^•* that Alab was applicable to Jefjovab^ I 
*^ cited Deut. xxix. 12. where the text fays, 
" his Oath, i.«. JehovahU, and He made it 
<V this day." 

Now the word mDeut. xxix. 12. which 
oar traqflators have rendered by /?!wd5? (viz« 
<* that thou fliouldft enter into covenant with 
*« the Lord. thy God, and into His oath, 
*'* which the Lord thy God maketb with thee 
this day") is ma. Yet Mr. C. does not vul- 
ture to corrcft, or fcem to blame our trartfla- 
tion for not rendering it, His oatb, which the, 
Lord thy God cuttetb ^^" with thee this day. ^ 

If then, in one text, Beritb may be tran- 
flated a Covenant, without any Idea of Purifr 
cation annexed, and in another Car at b may- 
tc rendered to make, without conveying the 
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notion oi cutting off i why (hould it bethought 
incredible, that when Biritb ^nd Caralb are 
joined together in other texts^ they fliould figif 
liify to make a Covenant f 

It will not be fufficient, in anfwer to this, 
to all^dge^ that Carath in this text, in Deta. 
i^nds equally related to Beritb and to jiiabi 
fince, if it be applicable ioAkh^ in whatever 
fenfc it is ioy it may be equally applicable to 
^ritk And becaufe it retaineth not its ienfei 
of cuttings or cutting off^ when applied to an 
Qatb^ therefore it ret^ineth not that fenfe^ in 
l^is place at leaft, when applied to BmtK 

Now, if there be but one place, where Be^ 
titb d$tb not ctmvey tbe Idea of Purijication^ 
and one place, where Caratb^ in coippofitionj, 
doth »^/Jfignify to cut ^5 or but one pktce 
^here thefe two words arc fo brought tog6-f 
ther, that the one cannot mefan cutting off^ 
por confequently the other mean ^/^j/fer]^ 
then the -difpute about thefe words (hould 
jfecm to be at an end. At leaft Mr. C/s Af- 
fcrtion, which he has made univerfal by air- 
ways and never y muft be limited by fome ex- 
ceptions r and will be fomething impaired in 
its authority, notwithftanding he reprefents i^ 

un« 
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unqueftionable, as being proved beyond all con^^ 
tradidlion. 

But however the matter might fcem fairly 
enough to be refted here, at leaft till the tw6 
texts abovementioned are cleared up, and 
/hewn not to be liaWe to the inferences and 
condufions juft now made from them j yet, 
as I have no other aim than difcovering, as 
far as I can, the true fignification, ufe, and 
propriety of /r"Q, throc^hout the Old Tefia^ 
tnent^ I will examine more clofcly into its ety* 
mology. 

'* TkE Root (fays Mr. C. Zerm. p. 15.) is 
*• "^3 or TI3, to cUanfe or purify. The Idea 
♦« is given Jer. ii. 22. For tho' thou wa(h thee 
•* with nitre, and take much (Beritb)foap 
•* (the means to wa(h away uncleannefs) yet 
<' thine iniquity is marked before me. And 
'* Mai. iii. 2. He is like a refiner^ s fire ^ and 
« like fuller's (Beritb) foapr 

1 T H I N K it is agreed by all, thatSe?r//i& which 
has (in Hebrew) the fame letters with Beritb^ 
l>ut differently pointed, comes, as Mr. C. de- 
rives it, from *TT3. But this reading among 
thofe,who do not at all regard the pointings (as 
Mr. C. doth not) is of no weight : and ihere^ 
fore I fhall lay no ftrefs upon it here ^ but 
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ihall allow fo fjjx in confirmation of Mr« C*'S 
derivation, that one Root of nna is agreed 
upon, and the fenfe of the word as from that 
root allowed, vvz.foap^ or the means to wafla 
away uncleannefs. For however the word he 
read Boretb or Beritb^ in Jer, ilz2, Mai. iii.2. 
the context will oblige us to give it this mean- 
ing in thofe two places. 

But then as there are a great number of 
texts, wherein DH^ occurs, and where the 
context equally obliges lis tp take it in another 
meaning, and where the fenfe of Smegma^ 
f(ksp^ or even pf a pt^rifier in general^ cannot 
iland (as we ftiall fee prefently) nay, ^yhere 
m Idea of purification is conveyed, or can be 
admitted hy any eafy connexion, or take place 
otherwifc than by fome very diftant relation ; 
I fay, in fuch paflages as thefe, another rpot 
of Beritb will naturally be fought. And 
whereas it occurs in abundance of places^ as 
]^r. C. obferves, where it is ftill rendered by 
Covencinty not only in oijr Tranflation, but in 
all the other verfions of the Bibky becaufe the 
context in thofe places require^ that fenfe to 
be put upon the word; feveral roqts have 
\Kpn propounded by the learned in the He- 
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hrew language, from whence f)^^ in that 
moft common conftrudion of it may come \ 

Some, for inftance, have fuppofed it to be 
deduced from m^y which, amongft other 
things, Signifies ordinan)it^ difpofuit, and in 
Grui, hail^BfO-oti ^, whence nna is common*- 
\y rendered in the lxx verfion by SiaHK^n in 
the fenfe of avv^Kif. 

Others again, from the fame root K*l!3, 
but in ^ijQtljer fenfe of it, viz. pracidit^ ex^ 

• Mr. C. fpeaks, as if it were a point already adjufted^ 
that po word, but wh^t he gives us,might make pretence to be 
tjie Radix of Berith. And foriie of thofe, who have wrote in 
defence of his Sermon, have been pleafed to take notice, th^t, 
notwithftanding the Objeftions made to the derivation he in-r 
fifts upon, ffo other roof.hsis yet been fpecjfied.— Thus the Au- 
thor off he Remarks^ fs'f . " JIH^ is fropi ^^ or ^'l^ to pu- 
«* rify. The Ohfervator fays, our Lexicons all derive it othcr- 
** wife, but tells us not from what," — Thus again. Examiner 
Examined^ p. So. " Mr. B. promifes to prove it [covenant] 
♦• rightly tranflated from the Hebre^M Scriptures, but never at- 

•* tempts it, only fays the lxx tranflates it fo," For thefc 

reafons I have thought it proper to enter more particularly 
into this Enquiry than would otherwife have feemed needful. 

»» See Grotius's reafons at length for this derivation, an4 
why haBfiKfi was ufed by the lxx rather than irwQfixv (which 
was the word, by which Aqui/a rendered BerMJ in his Prg^ 
legom, to his Annot. on St. Matthew'* s Gofpel. 

*• In lingua Helleniftica 5^ta0^x,} eft idem,quod o-wfiwu, quod 

Hebrai HniJ vocant. Drufius (et alii) ad Heb. ix. 1 6. It 

fignifieth both crt;»d^«D» and ^»*0,««r. Uigh's Critica Sacr.-^ 
l»Mm ita^i^Kfi", in the fenfe of paci/cor. Ari^o^b, Scaf, Ux. 

cidit^ 
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cidif, fucciSt. And hence, fay they, rHi 
from the old cuftom of cutting and dividing 
aniaials in the facrifices, by which c&venann 
were ratified *. 

Others again, derive it from, ma, ekgit, 
felegit^ bccaufc covmanting, fay they, implies 
choice both of Ferfom^ and Terms or condi- 
tions K 

Others, again, from the iame root m^, 
but in another fenfe of it, viz. that of cut^ 
ting % or Jeparating ; which falls in with one 

« Sunt qui arceflunt rTy:L a radice }<nn fuccidendi figni- 
Scatu, quia olim fcedcra fciffis animalibus confirmari folenni- 

ter folebant. Herm, Witftus de Fcpdf^e.-^ This is alfo men- 

tioned by Grqiius, and by others, 

^ Ab eligendo^ quia eliguntur perfonas, inter quas, et res ac 
co»diti«ies,propter ^xx^fcedus initur. Buxtorf. — vcl a n*IJi 
i. c. eligendo^ quod fpedus eft mutuus confenfus duorum fupe^ 
aliqua re. P. Fagius in Deut. xxix. — fl^i a covenant from 
the root n^^ (^s raoft derive it) he chofe, becaufc a covenant, 
or paftion, is a thing, vi^hich two do voluntarily chufe and agrti 
upon, concerning it. So that it ha^h its name from a perfon> 
tbufingf and the things or conditions chofen in a C§q)enant, Ro^ 

iert/on's Key to the HeBre^ Bible Guffetius mentions and 

approves this derivation: Av^Jph. Frifchmuth determine^ 
for it at large in his Dijfert. de Faedere novo. Tie/aur. Thesis 
Fhilolog. vol. i. p. 857. 

t This is the opinion of JIhert Schuitens^ as I am informed 
in his MS, Lexicon He conceives, that 11*1^ fignifies cut* 
ting, originally. Whence rn^, a figment or parcel of 
ground. Gen, xxxv. 16. (for with Kimchi, he counts *3 to be 
only a prefix) therefoi-e he thinks jini m^, in its origin 
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of the fcnfes before given of iTO. And from 
hence, the fenfe oifele&ing or cboqftng eafily 
comes, as alfo, that of eatings which is the 
moft common fenfe of the word, and has been 
' thought by fome, to be that fenfe of it, which 
beft fuits the root of Beritb\ a Covenant. 

Others make n in nn^ radical ^, and de^ 
duce it from tTOy under which root we find 
it phced in Pagnin's ^befaurus''^ and iniV^ 
tban's \ and Calafio's'^ Concordances. 

nal etymological fenfe, is cecidit feaionem, — Vel dicitur Hc- 
braeis H^^Il a m3> i t. exfcMendo, eo <juod 'xafetderibus 
femper aliquid exfdndebatur, et occidebatur. Fagiiu in Deut. 

JCXix 12. 

» Flacius Prof, ad Annot, in New, Teft, and Leigh^ in tt^ 
folio edition of his Crit. Sacr. where heiaa thefe woitb. 
'* Rather from the word Barai^, as it figfflWi comedere^ b?- 
" caufe it was the conftant Cuftom of the Hehrenvs and Orr^ 
" ^«/tf/ Nations, to cftabliih Covenants by eating and drinking 
" together."-— Hence alfo Cuftoms preferred to this day at 
marriages in many countries, &c. See Cudwortb's Di/courfe 
concerning the True Notion of the Lord's Supper, 

^ R, Da'vid Kimchi^ in lib. radicum to /IH^ ad thema in- 
nfitatum Hill referens literara ultimam^pro radicali habuiffc 
videtur. Job. Frifchmuthy in loco fupra citato. 

« mn. Ab hoc ctiam fit k\^:i fapdus, paaum, fcemi- 
neiun nomen. Pagn. Tbef. 

^ nr\1* D^iS »iJS^ l*?, i. c. it hastw© figmfications, of 
which Nathan makes n^*in/W«i to bear one. And he puts 
the other H^T^ fmegma under the root 1*^3, and writes it 
for diftinaion lake, Jin'Jl and nHlJl. 

• nU is given, and looked upon as a root by M, de Ca* 

Con- 
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Con r a d. K 1 r c h e r , in his Concordance, 
puts nna by itfeif, in large radical letters, as 
if he were uncertain to what root he might 
refer it j yet he mentions its coming from 
TV3 as an approved conjedure, becaufe a cof 
venant, as he obferves, is a declaration of fi^** 
dclity with purity ^ ^ndJimpUcity of intention 
in both parties, made by fome public Adl 
or Ceremony*. Now as ma fignifies both 
dechrare and expurgare (as he had expound- 
ed it^ in its own place, in his Concordance) \% 
]& likely he had an Eye to botk thefe fenfes in 
mentioning thisf derivation, and taking nono? 
lice of any other. But ftill this makes nothing 
for tJbeir knfe^ who interpret f\n2 with a rer 

I/rfio ; but he explains it not ; however, jh^ places r^^'^^/^dus, 
faHum under it ; rcjefting rin]iy»»^^«« to the root *l*in« 
But he adds^ " Quidam dicunt H mutari pro n» ut Radix 
*' fit nna, juxta illu4, E%ek, xxiii. 47. pillN Nini ct 
**'fuccid€t eaa^ quod in fcederc fancicndo caederentur vidi- 
•* mac." And this alfo Fagnin takes ppticc of, faying, " Et 
•• funt,qui dicunt, telle Roh, Davids Tau comxnutatum pro 
" He, et Radix eft HH, juxta illud Jecben^ xxiii. K^ni i 
•* quanquam eft fcriptum cum fcf . Ratio hominis eo du£la eft, 
•* quod in foedere fanciendo, &c. Unde et verbum fl^D ex- 
•* ciders paflim cum nomine H^li junftum videas." 

a His words are riHIl /^^»^> pa£Ium, A *l*13l V/^«/» 
quod in to fine omni fophijiica utrinque dcclaretur ratificatur- 
que Fides, adhibita publica csercmonia. But he places riH!! 
Jdfo under the ;-oot ^12, at five or fix leayes diftancc, a^ an 
undoubted derivative from that root. 

ferencc 
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ference to our Purification by Chrifi^ fince it 
is no tnore, according to this account, than a 
folemn declaration made by a publick aft of 
the covenanters purity of mind and intention^ 
or their having ^ar/^ifi/ themfclves from paft 
ill-will. And even this notion, when allowed 
to have been the true ground of the deriva- 
tion, might have been dropt or loft out of 
fight, in the common ufe of the word, long 
before Beritb was ufed by the writers of the 
Old Teliament. 

There are others likewife, who admit it 
may be derived from nna, but they mean in 
the fenfc of declaring or cboofing \ Tho' it 
muft be owned, that Qufjetim ^ mentions 

« " Alii ifaalunt ad *\*1I1 revocare, quod foederibus utrln- 
•* que aperta et rata amicitia inter contrahentes confirmctur, 
"adhibitapublicafolemnitate.'* Vagninus in voce rn^. — 
** Vel a n'ill j. e. dedarando^ propterea quod ipfum fcedus, 
" natura, leges, et conditiones ejus debeant omnibus confce- 
" deratis ^^f /tf r/z/^, notae, et manifeftze effe. Atque hinc nU 
*' mirum fadhim eft,quod olim ereftij columnis fccdera incide- 
bant." Fa^us in Dcut, xxix. 1 2, And from him Leigh ^ in his 
Crit, Sacr, p. 3 1 . 

b Gujfetius endeavours to take away the objcftion arifing 
from the termination of JlHi. His words are, " Jin^ 
^* /cedus a *ni deducere non vetat terminatio, ut jam in pro* 
" xima voce (tV^'^ffnegfna) vidcmus. Ilia enim terminatio 
•* accrefcit tota in voce SV\^ a ttJ fbrmata, item in voce 
** n*1flJ«" — l^ut neverthelefs, he acknowledges among the 
fenfes of HHi a preference to that of choofmg, when nH^ a 
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alfo the notion of Purification ; but withaf, 
gives fuch a reafon for the agreeablenefs of 
the derivation in this view, as cannot tempt 
one to be very fond of it *. 

These are the feveral conjeaurcs (for 
more than conjedures, I apprehend, they arc 
i^ot) concerning the root of Berith, Jcedus ; 
about which, though the learned, as wc fee, 
are not agreed, for they not only differ about 
the aflignment of the root, but they, who af- 
iign the fame root, do alfo differ in the reafons 
they give for fuch afTignment ; yet in this 
they do all agree (all^ I prefume, excepting 
fome of late) that Beritb doth fignify, and is 
rightly trandated a Covenant^ and doth in no 

Covenant^ is confidcred as the derivative. — ** Foedus autem a 
•* -^tAiO deligendi denominationem fortitur merito ob deleSum 
*• perfonarum, quos poftca amamus etiam, ac cariores liabe* 
•* mus." — But be adds further * — " Convenit autem DHi 
** cum 1*1^ fumpto pro pirijicando. Nam ante fcedus eft fta- 
** tus vel belli, vel alienationis, ac ignorationis fui inviccm/et 
** negotiorum vitio aut confufione laborantium : uno verba 
** quoddam Chaos tenebricofum et lubricum. Hoc digeritur 
** Jo ordinem etiuce donatur peryiaf^wj." 

I^unlt other far-fetch'd derivations and accounts of this 
word, (uch as that giveii by Com, a lapide Comm. Heb, viii. 
and L Marius Comm. Deut, xxx. from *^n3l dimifitj where 
the tranjpojition of letters forbids its reception, or that of Her- 
ric. Gui/ardf ^^2 efTe quafi HHi, nempc quod viftimas 
percuterentur, where the change of letters is equally arbitrary, 
and improbable. The/, Theol. p. ^57.' 

places 
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places mean purifier^ faving two, where they 
read it' diiFerently from Mr. H, and Mr. C. 
and own it to have a different fignification^ 
as was abov? obferved on the texts in Jere^ 
miab and Malacbi. 

Now in order to come at a greater degree 
of certainty concerning the right rendering of 
tV^y let our firft Queftion be de vocis hmmy^ 
mia^ viz. whether it do really fignify always 
the fame thing, or, in Mr, C.V phrafe, convey 
always the fame Idea. 

I. And let it be obferved firft, that wc 
' have as good authority for its bearing diflFer- 
cnt fignifications in Scripture, as wc have for 
any e?«^fignification, that hath ever been given 
to it. If we have the authority of the lxx. 
and all the verfions, Commentators, and Lexi- 
cographers for Its fignifying7^<7/>, or fomething 
that cleanfes in two paffages, we have their 
authority alfo for its fignifying a Covenant in 
two hundred other places. And if the con- 
text requires, that it ftiould be twice rendered 
by a cleanfer, the context doth alfo in a great 
number of places require, that it (hould be 
rendered by Covenant^ or fome word, that is 
equivalent ; and will not admit of the word 

puri^ 
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purifier^ or, that nvbicb cleanfes^ inftcad oic(h 
ijinant. 

And in this Article, The Examiner Ex^ 
amined^ in defence of Mr. C. feems not to 
have taken the matter right, p. 8i. "We 
•* have,'* fays he, " the Authority of the li^x, 
•« that Beritb is derived from a verb, which 
" fignifies io purify'* 

No 5 you only have their authority, that 
jina, in two paflages, fignifies Joap^ otfome 
deterjive herb. For which fignification of it, 
fo different from its common acceptation, the 
Rabbi's^ and others, willing to account, haV:e 
deduced it, when ufed in this particular fenfe, 
cither from 13, or ma ; and with great pro- 
bability ; becaufe thefe words, among other 
fignifications, have that oi purifying : And 
for this fenfe of 13 and nip, you have the 
apthority of the lxx too. — He goes on in the 
following words: " The places have been 
«« produced '* (viz. the two places v;hcvtfoap 
occurs) " and yet he (Mr. B.J would have it 
" thought, that we have no authority for cor- 
** reeling the fenfe put on Beritb in fome 
"other places." 

Now, in ftridnefs, where is your autho* 
rity for correfting the fenfe of nn3, in any 
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place where there is no mention oiibajlohl^^ 
OTcleanfingy or oi Fullers? As for the i^xx^ 
you have juft as much authority from tberrt 
to cair what they twice render ^oaj the fullers 
covenant^ as to call what they in two hundred 
Other places render ^lot^wfi^ a purifier. And be- 
fides, '^ correding the fenfe of Berith in fome 
** other places** will not anfwer yiXiC.^stvA^ 
unlejfe you corred it in all : For the Queftion 
is, whether Beritb ever fignifics any thing bc- 
fides what he affirms it doth^ Thus again^ 
when it is £iid in p; 8o. of Examiner Exa^ 
amined; " We come," fays the Author " now 
<* td Beritb^ which is tranflated a Co'oenant^ 
" but we think fignifies He^ or tbat^ wbicb 
^^ purifies '^^^ it muft be underftood here, and 
fignifies tbat only^ or elfe the writer has forgot 
the queftion he is upon. 

2. The hext method of difcovering whe-^ 
ther Beritb hath different fignifications or not, 
hi Scripture, is to e?icamine its ufe and force 
divers paffages, and fuch particularly, as feem 
leaft related in cireuolftances to each other. 
This rule of enquiry, after the figni6cation of 
words, is of all others the moft uncxception-^ 
able. Let the following paffages therefore be 
confidered, 

H i. Chrom. 
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2. Chron.XvL 2, 3. *' Then A/a fent (» 
** Benbadad King of Syriay who dwelt at Da^ 
" mafcuSy faying, there is a league (nna) be- 
*' tween me and thee, as there was between 
" my Father and thy Father. Behold, I have 
« fent thee filver and gold, Go, break /i6y 
« league ("inna) with JBtf/j/Z><^, King of Ifrael^ 
<* that he may depart from me/' 

In what fenfe were thefe leagues between 
King and K!mgy purifiers^ of either of them ? 
Would it be proper to fay, there is a purifier 
between me and thee ? (^y^l U^2) Goj break 
thy purifier? (-jnna ^Sn) Or what better 
tranflation can be found for Beritby in thefe^ 
places, than league ? 

Job v. 23,. Elipbaz tells Job, ** Thoa 
« (bak be w league with the ftones of the 
« field.'' ('in^'tl me^il ^35^rD)? cum lapidp- 
bus agrp fcedus tuum.J " and the beafts of the 
« field (hall be at peace with thee.** 

WaAT Idea of purification doth the word 
convey here ? * 

On c E more, ta inftancc in a place,, where 
Caratb is joined with Beritb. i Sam.s^. i. 
« And Naba/b the Ammonite came up and 
"encamped againft y^^^ G//^^} and the 
« men oijabejb faid unto Nabapj Make a 
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« a Covenant with us (nn'3 1i^ m^) and we 
** will ferve thee." 

Verse 2. ** And Nahajh the Ammonite an- 
^* fwered them. On this condition i£;/////«tf>J^ 
*' J Covenant with you (qdS mDN) that I 
" I may thruft out all your right eyes, and 
^' lay it for a reproach upon ^WlJraelJ* 

How would this found, if read according 
to Mr. C. ? Cut off a purifier with us. — On 
this condition will lent off one with you, that, 
&c. Whatever may be the true etymology of 
nn!3, or the ruling fenfe of n^3, yet the 
meaning of both words is very plain in this 
place. And fo muft the tranflation be ; elfe 
it were no tranflation, but an Hebrew idiom, 
or peculiarity unintelligibly cxprefled in an- 
other language. 

I SHALL content myfclf with having pro- 
pofed thefe three texts 3 becaufe three on the 
treaty or covenanting fide may be equivalent to 
iwo others on the purifying fide. But whofoever 
wants more inftances of the aforementioned 
ufe of Beritb^ may find them, in Jojh. ix. 6. 
where the Gibeonites, by craft, make a treaty 
with Jo/bua, 1 Sam. xxiii. 1 8. where David 
and yohatban enter fecretly into covenant in 9, 
word. And 2 Chron. xxiii. i, where Jeboiada 

H 2 ftrength- 
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ftrengthcnencd himfclf by taking t]ic captaintf 
of hundreds into covenant with him. In all 
which pkc<s rro is joined with fina, and 
yet in none of thcn:i can a facrifice be fup- 
pofed to have intervened, or been folemnizcd 
between the parties > or any other rite or ce- 
riemony ufed, which might denote the cutting 
of a purifier. Or, if fuch rite or ceremony 
may be fuppofed (as what may not be fiip-^ 
pofed, when one has a mind to it, that is not 
impoflible?) yet it amounts to no more than a 
groundlefs fuppofition. It is no evidence or 
proof (much lefs proof ieyond allcontradi6iim) 
and confequently not fufHcient to determine 
the propriety o£ words ufed on thefe occa«« 
fions^ which will always receive more illu- 
ftration from! the context and fcope of the 
places where they are ufed, than from the 
mofl ingenious conjedures. We mufi take 
the meaning of every Scripture from the words 
of it, and in the obvious fenfe, in which thofe 
words are put together, and commonly ufed ; 
and not expound the words of it by our own 
imaginations, in order to draw fome favourite 
conclufion from it. 

3. The next point in this criquiiry (houfd 
be, whether Berith^ when it is rendered by 
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^a^n^fij andfivdus, may not have fome fur- 
ther fignification.ftill, differing as muchfroni 
the Idea of Ireafy on the one hand, as it doth 
from the Idea of Purification on the other. 
i Ihould fcarce have mentioned this further 
diftindion in the ufe of Berith^ if there had 
not appeared in Scripture fome pf^tty remark- 
able grounds for it. 

^ Jej^. xxxiii. 20, « If yccan break my Cove^ 
" nanf {^tv^:i) of the day, and my Covenant 
" (♦nna) of the night, that there (hould not 
^« be day and night in their feafon, then may 
" alfo my Covenant (»fV*13) be broken with 
" David my fervant." 

And again, at vcrfe 25. " If my Covenant 
** (♦nnD) be not with day and night ; if I 
^« have not appointed tAe Ordinances of Hea- 
^* ven, &c. (o»0B^ mpH.) '' 

Now, in thcfe places, f^ni feems to fignify 
the fame with jjn, a Statute, an eftabliftied ap- 
pointment or ordinance. And by this very 
word pn, is the thing explained, chap. xxx,i. 
25. " Thus faith the Lord, which givcth the 
<* fon for a light by day, and the ordinances 
** (mpn) of the moon, and of the ftars for a 
** light by night, &c* if thofe ordinances 
4* (p^pnn) depart from before me, faith the 
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** Lord, then the feed ofJfraeU\h (hallreafc 
" from being a nation before me." 

But further, as Beritb is found to fignify 
.an ordinance or a fettled appointment, fo it is 
ufed fometimes fimply for a copfmand^ prc^ 
feptum \ 

Dbut. iv, 12. « The Lord fpake to yoi* 
«* out of the midft of the fire, and ye heard 
^ the words, and he declared unto you 
^* IJina^rw (his covenant) which he cam'- 
" mandedyou to perform^ even ten Command^ 
<* mettts\ and he wrote them upon two tables 
«• of ftone." On this account,* the Decalogue 
is conftantly ftyled rina, and the two tables 
r»n3 ncxh. Dent. ix. 9, 1 1, 15^ And the ark, 
in which the tables of the Commandments 
were depofited n^^tl piK- Numb. x. 33. and 
xiv.44. And altho* the lxx commonly keep 
to the fame word ^ux.^kiii in their verfion, yet 
not always ; for they render ;vn i Kings xu 
1 1, by raV tvroX^igy or the Commandments. 

What now is the refult of thefe Obfer^ 
vations? I conceive it. is this* 

a Nemo jgnorat vocem foederis H^^ Hebrseijeffe woXwVjj- 
fAo», et faepe nihil aliud iignfficare nifi fraceptum, ut Jer^ 
xxiciv. 13,14. Herm, Witfim dc federe, p. 483. 

That 
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' That flnD has at leaft three figmficatioqs 
m Scripture, viz. A Treaty or Covenant^ whe- 
ther religious or civil, a. An Ordinance ^ Sta- 
tutfj or Commandments 3 . Soap^ otjbmething 
which is deterjive. 

, That the lxx, aiid all the ancient ver- 
iions, have given this threefold fignification* 
The former by thefe feveral words; iicc^Kai^ 
iyreXflJ, ttU, The others by words of the like 
different ienfes. 

That the context confirms thefe fever4 
Significations in all the places above cited, and 
generally fpeaking in other places, where the 
word Beritb occurs. 

And that all men, as far as appears, have 
been for thefe reafons fatisfied with thefe. t^ 
pofitions of it, till very lately. 

How happens it then, that what hath givefi 
iatisfadlion all along, fhould not be able to 
give it now ? ' , 

The reafon, if I apprehend it rightly, 
which is a,lledged for cdnflruing nnp^ con*- 
ftantly a purifier^ or at leaft for affirming, 
that the Idea of Purification is conftantly ^^- 
veyed by it, is this, drawn from the nature, 
as is faid, oixht Hebrew tongue, viz. that there 
' is fbme one predominant^ and ruling Idea in 

H 4 every 



f 104 ] 
every Hebrew root, which is conveyed, an4 
ought to be preferved in all the derivatives 
from that root : and that this Idea is firfl 
taken from fcnfible objeds, ^nd afterwards 
applied )n a fpiriiual fenfe. 

I will npt fay, but in naany words this may 
be the cafe, and in others, where the Idea is 
not diftindly conveyed 5 yet fome connexion 
may be found in the different fenfes, that the 
word carries 5 and, perhaps, fome connexion 
may be difcovered between the fenfes abovQ 
given of finD, viz. that as covenants are a way 
to make things flable, htnc^ fixed and fettled 
(ippointments are called by that name 5 as in 
hatin^ they are called Fcedera. And again, 
that as*/? Covenant^ which a Sovereign requires 
his fubje<a to enter into with him, carries in it 
a Command to the Subjedl to perform his part 
in it, hence God's Covenant in a partial view 
of it is a coUelfion of precepts. 

But Beritb^ we arc told, coming from the 
root "^a or 112, the ruling Idea to be thence 
conveyed to all the derivatives, is that of ^«- 

a The word is ufed in a real^ and applied in 2Lfpintualitxikf 
Jer, ii. 22. The Idea is/oap, the means of wafhing out pollu- 
tipnSf or uncleanaefs^ (b making the perfoAs pure and clean ^ 
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Now in anfwcr to this, if what has been 
^d above (viz. that we have as good autho* 
thority for interpreting nna in fome places 
by a Covenant^ as in other places by a Puri^ 
jier) be truly faid, as I think it is, but leave 
it neverthelefs to the judgment of the reader ; 
then I would beg leave to argue further from 
it, as follows.] 

I. That fuppofing fi^i Covenant] and 
nnj Purifier y to be both deduced from T13, 
yet will it not follow, that the Idea of Purify 
cqtion is the ruling one in both the derivatives. 
And 

. 2. Th at nn^5 Covenant^' and nn:i PurU 

fiery may come from different roots : the one 

from m3, as regularly and as grammatically 

in a fpiritual fenfe, fomething which can walh out the pollsi- 
tions of the foul, make it pure and clean. So Ma/, iii. 2. He 
is likf the Refiner'* s Fire^ and like Fuller'' s Jl**13 Berith^ Soaf^ 
&c. The Idea is the fame here, but applied to an Agent ^21 
Perfon, who was to make Perfons and Things pure and clear ; 
fo a refinery a purifier, who in a fpiritual fenfe was to refine 
and to make the fouls of men pure, clean, &c. Trinity of the 
Gentiles y p. 362. , ' 

Beritb is not a Co*venanty but fignifies that, which makes 
or keeps fomething free from pollutions, clean, pure, fo eligi- 
ble. As in Agent, the Purifier j as an A6lion, Purification^ 
as a Patient, ibatpurified, as a Type, the reprefentation 4>f the 
j^ent and manner^ as a defcripcion, the Terms. Ibid, p 369. 

as 



[ io6 3 
m the other from TO- And confequeutly, 
that there is as good Authority for t&e one as 
for the other. 

Let us clofdy attend to tliefe two points. 
And the rather, becaufe Examiner Examined^ 
page 80. taxes Mr. B. with having never at- 
tempted the derivation, but only quoting the 
Lxx and tranflations. " I expeded," fays 
he, ** that he would have derived it from 
^* foaie root, that had the idea of covenant ia 
** it ; or have given fome proofs from fafts, 
« circumftances, context, &c/* 

We have already feen how hvfaBs^ cir- 
€umftancei^ and context^ require the fenfe oi 
covenant in many places, where Beritb occurs, 
and forbid the fenfe oi purifier. Come we 
now to try what fatisfadion may be given as 
to the derivation of the word. 

I. Supposing then firft, that Jini Cove-^ 
nant, and H^nD Purifier^ are Both derived from 
the fame root ^13 y yet they may have as dif- 
ferent fenfes, as the verb itfclf hath. For 
y\^ has two fignifications, befides that of ^z;^- 
rifying^ which give it ,a pretence to be the 
root of Beritb^ viz. declaring and cbufing. 
For which reafon, it hath in each of thefe 
fenfes been afligned by learned men, as a pro- 
per 
" I . 



per tx)Ot ofBeriib\ Bat I (halt confidcr at 
prcfent only the latter of thcf? two fignifica- 
pons of the verb, as moft appofite to the bu- . 
fineis in hand. 

T»3, in the fenfe of eUgere, occurs in Scri- 
pture much oftner than in any other fenie 
whalfoever ; as may be feen by the lxx ver*- 
lions of it in Con. JKir4:ber^ or M. de Calafio^ 
Ed. Romaine. Now,' why may not f\n3 a a^-- 
venant^ come frpm ^ni elegit^ as well as nna 
th means oj cleanfing^ from ^"ipurificaviti 
If it be faid, that this root has but me origin 
nal Idea^ which is to guide the fcnfe and 
paeaning of all its derivatives ; then the quc- 
ftion will be, whefhcr the fenfe of eligere^ 
Jecernere^ '&c. be not prior in order to that of 
furifkare^ mnndare^ &c. as well as more fre- 
quent in ufe \ For things are purified by^?'- 
ledtingznAfeparating them from mixtures^ 

a See the citations giyeja above from P, Fagius, Kircber. 
jnd Qoufet^ and Pagnin. See alfo Leigh's Crit. Sacr. p. 31. 

^ It is commonly firft given in the Lexicons^ and Concord- 
ances, See Pagmin, Kircher^ Nathan, i^c. And even 11/- 
Pius, according to fome, is to be referred ta the fame Origi- 
tol. Nam •* in prima ejus fignificatione radix fit potius n*li 
" (telle R. Da<vid in libro radicumf quod eft eligere : unde 
'' funt, qui patent hoc. noi^en figniiicare proprie filium ikle^ 
♦• ^um ac pra aliia dikftum." Pagn. The/, in 'voce n^. ' 

by 
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hj taking forth the precious from the vile^ as 
yeremiab exprcfks it xv. 19. 

2, But fecondly, let us obfervc, what is 
more material, that nna covenant^ and rvi3 
furtfier^ may come, as was noted above, from 
different Roots* For, although Mr. C. fpeaks 
without the leaft (hadow or doubt, that ^♦•^Si 
which we render Covenant^ comes from 13, 
or Ttl ; yet other perfons, and thofe not tm- 
(fkilled in the language, have found the deri-i 
vation to come more regularly^ and naturally 
from rn3> which has been accordingly ap- 
proved of for its root*. And certainly, if any 
regard is to be had to the common methods 
of derivation of words from roots of the fame 
radical termination with this, rh3 hath ten 
claims^ to be the root of Jin3, where Til 

a By Buxtorff Schultens, Reierf/jft, Fagiujy Leigh, Fladus^ 
Trifcbmutbt Pagnin^l^c. 

k iini Getiefis 1. 4. Fhtus from n33 Fle^it. 

iTOn ^'•'W.xviii 19. Strepitus TyOT\Strepttit. [efi 

f\nn iSam. xiii. 22. Hajta JlitlCaftrametatia 

rvT] J^tm. xi. 16. Ramus Tv^ Elevavit. 

jl*l7 Proverbs u 9. jidditamentum ^y) Mutuatws eft. 

Jl^^y 25tfjw xviii 33. Canaculum ^'^ Afcend&t. 

tS'^Q'i J/aiabxxl 5. Sfecssia f^Q^^ Speculavif. 

JV^p Deut. ii. 36. Civitas JXy^Contahulamt. 

n*3ti^ Numb. xxi. 29. Caftin/iSas r\2tt^CaptivJuxif 

rVr\tff P/aimcvilzo. Fofuea, ilJ^tt^ DepreJ^t. 

^♦^2f zSam.xiv.zg. Iterum T\^^ Iteranjii. • 

hath 



hath one. For rvia ffom TQ is a deflexiotf 
{o uncommon, though' not Without example, 
that if the txx had not rendered it by met in 
the two places above fpecified, and the con-^ 
text had not made it neceffary fo fo interpret 
It, in thofe two places, "na perhaps might 
never have been thought of for its root, at 
leafl; not in the fenfe of covenanting. 

If it be aiked, whether the root rr\!i have 
the Idea of covenant in it, I cannot fay it 
hath, neither is it neceffary, that it ihould. 
Yet there is as good a connexion between co- 
venant and the ufual fei^fes of TVHy to cuty to 
cbufe^ to eat^ as is to be found \n many other 
derivatives with the roots, that are affigned 
them. Not that I apprehend any one of thefe 
three fenfes of rro muft always be conveyed 
by the word nn3. 

So that although there is T\'*\^ ^rom \\i, as Guffetlus ob- 
fcrves, and perhaps an inftance or ^ two more, efpecially 
among the nouns, as H^'ISJI from "Ifi^, and H^ti^K^ from 
JS^K*!* yet, that I may ufe the words of another Author, 
''Sane fj quod Hebrxis Dofloribus in more pofitum eft, 
* /pB^ tV adfondusy five D7D ad ftateram, vel, ut noihi 
*' loqui amant, ad analogiam vel formam aliarum vocum tan- 
'* quam ad trutinam earn exigamus, deprehendemus, to 
" n**!!! effe formae H^ZlB^- Quod nomen, ut a verbo n^t^ 
•* oritur, ita to nHIl natales fuos verbo T^'^ elegit y debcre. 
" haud inconvenienfcr aflerere videmur." Job. Frifchmutbg in 
Diff. defadtrenovo The/, Theol. p. 857. 

Neither 
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Neither would I exclude^ as unreafbil- 
able or improbable, the other dedudlion of 
Beritb beforementioned from N13 creavify or-* 
dinavit^ exfcidit ; for in all thefe fignifications 
it might ferve for a root to Beritb, in fome of 
its undoubted fenfes. As for inftance, when 
it fignifies a Statute, Law, or Ordinance, t<n3 
creavit is not a far fetched root. Thus xr/^w 
and condere Leges, and AfQ^eairtvfi icjia-tg in other 
languages. And K'tJ, in its fenfe of cutting 
f)ff, has all thofe proprieties to be the root of 
Beritb, Covenant, which arife from the no- 
tion of covenanting by facrifice. 

None of thefe Derivations arc fo far out of 
the way, as many others commonly to be found 
in the Hebrew Lexicons : though at the fame 
time none of them may be faid to be abfolute- 
ly certain. However, upon the comparifon 
tV!2 and tri3, do either of them Hand a better 
chance to be deemed the root oi Beritb, Cove^ 
Tumt^ than na or nn^, both from the com- 
mon form of derivations, and the confent 
of the verfions ancient and modern, and the 
general fufFrage of men learned in the lan- 
guage. And thefe will ever have their proper 
weight againil novel opinions*. ^ 

The 
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The fam of what is now brought toge- 
ther, is this. 

That although T\^^ fulhnum^ is confef^ 
fedty (fee A Letter to a Bifliop, p. 42.) de^, 
rived from X\% which fignifies to clean fe-^ yet> 
as this is not the only fenfe of the verb^ nor 
that the only fenfe of the noun^ there is no 
Reafon to interpret the mun^ wherever it oc^ 
curs, by that one fenfe of the verb. 

That the noun has evidently another fenfe ^ 
in Scripture, which fenfe it may retain, evett , 
on fuppofition of its being derived from "ni. 
But that it is however more regularly, and 
more according to analogy, deducible front 
another root, rn3; and admits likewife of a 
rcafonable and confiftent deduftion from joat 
And that, although neither of thefe are given 
Miconteftably for its genuine root, yet more 
probable reafons are afligned, why either of 
them ihould be deemed its root, in its com- 
mon fenfe of Covenant, than have been giveftf 
why T>3 in its fenfe of purifying (hould bp 
fo. 

The conclufion from all which fecms ta 
be, that the word Covenant may keep its place 
in the Bible, and the meaning of it befufli- 
ciently underftood, and our tranflation xmy be 

vindicated 
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Vindicated in this ufage of the word, notWilH* 
(landing the folicitude exprefled for its r^^ 
moval thence, dnd the im{)utations cailti^a 
our tranflators, as if they neither Icnew the 
meaning, nor iinderflood the importance of 
the word in the original. 

And whereas it is faid, that if Beritb be fo 
undcrftood, as to carry the fenfe of " purifier 
«* and purification throughout, then ji4Il the 
«* Texts, in which it occursjwill be intelligiUe, 
«* and determined to that important fenfe,- in 
" which they were written," (fee Letter to a 
Bifiiopy p. 42.) it may be worth our while to 
enquire briefly, how far our verfion would be 
really amended, or made more intelligible^ if 
we were to fubftitute /ar j/fer, or purij/tcation, 
inHesidol covenant f league, confederacy, in all 
thofe tcxts,where Beritb ftands in the: Hebrew. 

I SHALL not repeat here any of thofe paC- 
iages quoted above, in which 1 obferved, that 
no Idea of purification could feem to take 
place ; and to which I refer the reader ; biit 
would only further aflc, whether the fenfe of 
Saipture would be cleared up, or better un- 
derftood, if we were to tranflate Obad. vii. 
*inn3 ^ma (which is at prefent rendered the 
Mm of f by confederacy) the Men oithypuri- 

JUr, 
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JUf, or o£ thy purification? And ^nh3 nffH 
ih MaL ii. 14; The wife of thy purifier, &Ci 
And niO llK DDnna i)^. xxviii. 18. *' your 
^^ purifier^ or, &c. with Death (hall be difaftnul- 
" led, zhdyouv agreement with Hdl (the grave) 
« (hall not (land ?'* Or whether it would caft 
more light on the Hiftory of Benhadatfs Re- 
leafe by Abab^ on his promife, that the cities 
fliould be reftored to Ifrael^ 1 Kings xx. 34* 
to have it rendered, " Then fald j1Jba6, 1 will 
** feiid thee a\^ay with this purifier^ or with 
« this purificatim. So he cut off a purifier 
" with him, ahd fent bim away ? '' And fo 
in other inftances. 

Many texts, indeed^ are pfoductsd by Mr* 
H. (in his Trinity of the Gentiles, from p.36 j^. 
to p. 389. New Edition) where his tranfla-^ 
tions, read ill his fenfe. arc lefs har(h. dr- 
ting off' a purifier in facrifice under the notion 
of its being a reprefentation of the grand 
atonement, or facrifice for Sin, would not be 
a difagreeable fcnfe, if there were but proof, 
that Berith fignifies at any time the viSiim or 
typical purifier. Blood of Beritl? (hould fcctn 
to bid faireft for a proof of it> yet it will per-r 
haps be (hewn prefently, that it is none 5 and 
likewife, that no proof can be made froni the 
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ufe of the word Caratb. In the mean time, I 
oblerve, that were the vidim in a facrifice (ty« 
pical of our Lord's Death) at any time called 
Berith^ yet the Idea oi purification vi(ya\A 
arife from tbefoSt^ and not from the word. 
The vi<5tim, in that cafe, being an Emilem of 
Jbe purifier would convey all the important 
IdeaSjWithout any help from the wordBeritb-, 
which would remain juft what it is, viz. not 
eafily reconcileable with fuch an application 
of it, nor eafy to be interpreted under fuch 
application, unlefs it were with reference to 
the covenant^ made or renewed, in, and by 
fuch facrifice. How then would our Tran- 
fltftioft be improved, though we were in all 
. the inftances of bloody Sacrifices to render 
Beritb by ^purifier ^ and. alfo undcrftand it 
of the Emblem of tbe Purijier ? Efpecially 
if we (hould be obliged fometimes to ufe 
the Hebrew word Beritb untranflated 5 . as 
we find it in -Mr. Ws works (Trin. of tbe 
Gentiles^ p. 366.) Jer. xxxiv. 18. ''I will 
^•< give the men, that have tranfgrefled my Be^ 
" ritb^ which have not performed the words 
" of the Beritb, which in^3 they cut off be- 
•• fore me, the calf which they cut in twain, 
. f « and pafled between the parts"^ thereof/' If 

we 



\re 4)ottI^ tcJA^te BfintA here^ ^d render it 
by^ar/)f(?r,5meaHing the /^/jfW the 

caAf, udiat fenfetfliaU vfc mdic of trof^re^^ 
tbe purifier, or -not p^iforniipg /iv worJs of 
ibe purifier f Or JShould wp render it by pu^ 
rificatim, or tbe terms. of purification^ for Mr- 
IT. feys, ("ifcW.-^. 369.) '" The words (if ^- 
** ritb may be c^lcd a,dcfcriptiQn of, .or of ' 
*« ^A^/dvu^x of purification jf" how can thtfe be 
faid to i^ ^ut tf\ or how can they have any 
pl^ce here, fince according to Mr. C. where^ 
ever Bmtb is ufed with Caratb, it mufl aU 
ways fignify ifutting afi a purifier? But in oqr 
prefent tranflation all is clear and intelligible^ 
** I will give the men, that h^w^4ranfgrejed 
^^ my covenant J which have» not performed 
** tbe words of the cownant^ which they had 
«« made before me, when they cut the calf in 
^* twain^ and pafied between the parts there-* 
»*of." 

Anq I apprehend the (ame difticulty of a 
proper tranflation ofBeritby in the fcnfe of ^«- 
rifying, will be found jn thofe other places, 
oj: tetts cited l>y Mr. H. as abovementioned, 
where no ti^nflation of it is given. As Numb. 
xviii. 19. " It is a Beritb pf Salt for ever/' 
p. 367, Numif.^xy. 13. " The Beritb of an 
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«♦ cvcrlafting Pricftbood/' p* 368. J&.txxu 
3 1. *M w31 cut off a Dcw purifitr, not ac^ 
•« cording to the Beritb^ which I cut off with 
" their Fathers," p. 371. Dan. xi. 30. « Be- 
«r//Apf Holincfsi"p. 372. "The words of 
<* the Beritb^ the ten commandments/' Exod. 
^xxiv. 28. Deut. xxix. 1^,9.— 2 Kings xxiil 
2. 21. 2 C!6rm. xxxiv. 30, 3 1. 

It is true^ that ih all thefe places laft cited^ 
where the words of the covenant ^ or the book 
oftbe ctytienant are mentioned, Mr. H. fays, 
we (bould underftand Beritb of the Terms 
ofPurtfication\ and fo he renders the word in 
many places. And no doubt Terms of Purifi^ 
ation propounded and enjoined on God's part^ 
luid fubmitted to and performed on man's 
part, is good fcnfei and may ftand very in- 
telligibly in many places, where covenant now 
^hnds: whereby alfo the objeSions againft 
fuch expreflions as thefe, keeping a Purifier^ 
or breaking a Purifier^ or entering into a Pu^ 
rijier^ or a Purifier with any one, or between 
any two, and the like, will be avoided ; becaufe 
^ entering into Terms ^performing them, or tranj- > 
grejfing them, and terms made with any one, or 
between any two^ is good Englijh^ and common 
language. But yet the only re^fon, why Ttrms 

of 
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of Purification^ as a vcrfion of Beritb^ feems 
to fland fo well, as it doth in fome of Mt.Ws 
quotations, is, hccdnfc/ucb Terms denote wh^t 
^^r//i&. really means, viz. a Covenant: and a 
Covenant, which is confeflediy for the Purifi^ 
cation of men, and rendering them acceptable 
to God, if they perform their part in it. But 
flill the queflion recurs, whether this Purifi^ 
cation, which is the efieft of keeping God'? 
Covenant, is at all exprefled by the word J?^- 
ritb? Purification may be the certain confer 
quence of fuch a Covenant, as God hath made 
with man, and yet not be the grammatical 
fcnfe oiBeritb, nor be neceflarily conveyed in 
cyery ufe of that word throughout the Scrir 
pture. So that we both want authority for 
fubftituting ferms of Purification inftead of 
Covenant, in any text whatfoever, and proof 
alio, that the Scripture would be made more 
intelligible by this change of words, or that wp 
ihould be thereby the better enabled todifco- 
ver the important fenfe, iii which they were 
written. , 

« But ftill Beritb;' fays Mr. H. '' is not 
« a covenant," ibid. p. 369. — Then there is 
no word in the Old'X^Jlament, that means co*^ 
venant, unlefs it bccyn*3Kj which yet is to be 
QQ4?rftood of the Covenant made before the 
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worW, ahd ^ for which," he fey^, «' wehavd 
*• no word but iBat • " iBid. p. 376. *« There 
*« is nothing like d wfitten O^tnAnt^' Jic fay^^ 
'' excef)£ ^i?i&. i3t. %%. and fhe word A^^riVA is 
•'not ufed there," /^/V. p. 369. But may it 
not be underftopd there, as our tr'^nilators have 
thoughd it might, by putting tovenant in tta-^ 
lian letters ? For mee^ however, they have 
rightly ufed cwenani^ where there was no 
'^eritb to be miftranflated. But the ufe I 
would make of this paffage at prefem, is to 
examine the fenfe of Carath in if. nKT SsS^ 
naOR D^II'^D 13m», " and bccaufe of all thiS 
** fuper omnibus his j lxx, ei/ ^r^^ir* rj^rw^) w^ 
*' make a fure (covenant) and 'zer/V^ it, and 
<« our Princes, Levites, and Priefls feal uiito 
<« it." Now, if Berith is to be underfioodi 
here is an inftance of Carath Berith^ that 
^ cannot be rendered by cutting off a purifier. 
If it be »^/ undtr flood here, but frJOK tSi'tT^. 
muft be rendered to the fame fenfe, viz.per^ 
cutientesfideKtatem vdfoedus, {lxx. ^turlBi- 
fiiS-A 93riViK) then here is an inftance ofCarath^ 
where it cannot fignify /^ cut off, but is 
fo applied to another word fignifying r^^^ 
»^/, as that it can have no othpr 'meafik^g 
than to make a Covenaht, 
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But 16 tbere notbif^^ (jtys Mr. H. Hie a 
written Covenant in Scripture^ except this 
pajfl&ge ? What (hall wc fay to Deut. xxix. 
a I. according to all the Curfes of tb^ C&ver 
nmt written in this book of their JLaiS?. 
niVian here rentes to n»T3, and no^ro^ie 
ihe curfeiy as our Tranflators have ob&ryc^ 
in the margin. Here is ^eritb wri^e^ ip a 
hpok.. It cannot be rendered ^purifi^r^ or 4^ 
purificatiim written ia this book (fpr ^h^^ 
mean the Curjei of the Furijier^ or of tjip 
.Purijfiation?) and if ijt be jiendened tbeOfrjAf 
9ftbe T'ermiof Purijication^y^hkh ate wsitt^a 
in this book of the Law, I would only ^fl^, 
whether tbe Curfes of the Covenant writUn^l£^f. 
:be not altogether as intelligible and prqppr ? 

But then there are. other paffag^, we^rp 
;told, that will juftify the alteration, in whicJb^ 
" if what is tranflated covenant^ were rer^- 
" dered, as it ought to be, purifier^ nothing 
" could be more clear and corpfortable, thap 
" thofe texts, which oiherwife are extremely 
*^ obfcure, if at all fenfc i as JJaiab xlii. 6. 1 
« Jehovab will give thee for a Berith of tl^e 
<* people, and for a light of the Gentiles. 
«* And;&W;xlix. 8, I, Jebfyoaby will give thqe 
" for a Bcritb of the people, toeftablifli the 

I 4 « Earth;' 
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«* Earth." (Sec Some Thoughts on Religion 
natural and revealed^ p. 1 2 9.) 

These fecm indeed the moft plaufible 
texts, that have been produced on that fide of 
the Qucftion, and therefore defervc a more 
particular exaniination. That the fenfeof a 
ptnfervnXX very vicW (land here, there is no 
room to difpute, becaufe the paffage confefs- 
cdiy relates to Chrijl. But v^rhether this Cha- 
raSer of Cbrift^ puri^er^ he exprcfftd by Be^ 
ritb in thefe texts, may be queftioned 5 for 
pmitting to lay any (Irefs on Beritb^ as a noun 
of ^t feminine gender^ which does not fo well 
fuit with His charafter of a purifier^ it is ob- 
fervable, that no word from the root ma is 
(Bvcr ufed in Scripture oi Purification^ by Sa^ 
frtfite^ or by any other ceremonial Obferv- 
apce (though the Law abounded with fuch 
yites)but words from nntS or KtDH. And one 
would have expected, that fome derivative from 
one or other of thefe roots would have been 
ufed to cxprefs the purification of the people by 
pr through him ; rather than a word, which, 
tho' it twice dtnott^/dmetbing that cleanfes^ 
yet carries no Idea oi purification higher thati 
that of a Fuller's cleanfing^ by the ufe oifoap^ 
©r feipe d^terfive herb. I mean the word 
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does not ; whatever the fpiritual fenfe to be 
taken from the comparifon in MaL tUL 2i 

may do. 

Again, is there any reafonable proof to 
be given, that n*^3 is applicable to a ^r/8«, 
otherwife than by way of allufion or compa* 
rifon, as in this textof Afo/,? O, that the 
perfm^ who is faid in this place to be like Tul* 
ler^sjoapy may properly be called, in another 
place, by the name of that thing, to which 
he is here compared i^ This deferves confider- 
ation \ but I pafs it over at prefent, and (hall 
only further obfcrve, that if in thcfc two texts 
of IJaiaby jufl mentioned, or in two or three 
more, purifier might well enough be ren- 
dered, inftead of covenant^ as to fenfe y yet 
thefe few places, where the context will admit 
it, ought not to fix that fenfe on all other 
places, whether the context will admit it or 
not : Or, that four or five paflages, wherein 
fuch rendering would not be difagreeable, 
muft not prevail for abfblutely determining 
the meaning of the word ri*T3 againft an ac- 
cumulation of clear inftances, where that 
meaning is forbidden. < 

If it be faid, that in thefe two places cited 
out of Ifaiab^ and now under confideration, 



Ctwuavt ^the woid c^our Ti^anfktors) co^ 
notJbnd^ it isLdsfired, tbtft the reafons (hoald 
be given, why it may not. For as nna, with 
a faffix, meonB a et^wmnt with th^s pet£»ft, or 
bojdy of fcrSoDS. daibttdlo^ tliat fafin^ fh 
f^nS) wi(bh a gatntive <ca& aiter it, is a cov^ 
tiont laiib'xhQ .piBsIon or ^dy of perfooa 0t«> 
psefled by that genitive aiTe. Thus c^f tV^ 
in the two jtoaais, now in hand^ noeans a row* 
IftfA/ f£iMi& ^he people. And, that Cbrifi ma^ 
given f(^ the making fuch a covenant ^ is agreed, 
I fappofe^ OQ aU iides ; and therefore ihk 
ought not to foe reckoned among thofeexpref*- 
lions, which the author of the Letter to the 
Bijhop^ p. 42. fays, *^ mil hardly go down^ 

I AM not without a due fenfe of the beauty 
of the Idea of Purifier^ conneded with any 
word or pbrafe, that is, or can be applied to, 
or onderftood of: the great atonement madp 
for the fins of the World, Cutting off a pu- 
rijier^. when fpoken (if it be fpokcn at all) 
with any diflant relation to our Saviour's paf^ 
4ion,- or more diraiftly, or even hiftorically qf 
the Sactiftces, that were more immediately ty* 
pical of his death, is an Idea, that arifes, not 
only properly, but fpontaneoufly as it were, and 
of itfelf. put then, whether this Idea, proper 
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and hatoral as itis, be always conveyed by tht 
force and grammatical propriety of the wcffdfe 
fna trOy « another qudtion. 

Most unwillingly (houkl I okjed aigaidft 
a notion fo agreeable as that of the Bkod oif 
f be Purifier (nnan^Dt Epcod. xxiv. 8. Zedb^ 
ix, !!•) if there were either evidence to fup-. 
port it^ or indeed nothing to forbid it« And ^ 
thoBgb ikod Iff the ce^oenant be reprefeDted as 
anther exprefiion, that wU hardly gc dowu 
(Letter to the Bifioop^ ibid.) yet it is but juft 
and fitting to defend our tranflatiosiy if fo he 
it is not (as I conceive it is not) to be cei^red 
v^ this n^atter. 

And in the firil place, there is no ibchabxt 
fiirdity in this expreffion, if we ooly confider 
^e occafion, on whidh it i6 made ufe ol^ TJaa 
principal paii^e is Exod^ xxiv« 8. by whida^ 
every other place will receive its expianatioa. * 

Here is aCmenant made, at leaf): jtolemn^ 
ly confirmed and ratified. For after the beaflssi 
were flain, M(^i takes half of their blood ia 
a veflTel, j)Ouring the remainder on the altar ^ 
{p 6.) Then he takes th? book of the Cbwn 
nata (for this, I (hall prefume, is the meaning 
of T\^'^'l\\ *»fiD, and not the book of the Puri^ 
^) ip which be bad wrote all the words of 

the 



the Lord (j^ 4.) And he reads it in the Audi- 
ence of all the people, and they fay, All that 
the Lord bath /aid will we do and be obedient. 
(^7-) Then Mofes takes the blood, and fprin- 
kles it on the people, faying. Behold the blood 
€f the Covenant y which, the Lord bath made 
with you concerning thefe words. Is not this 
as intelligible, as if it were rendered, Behold the 
blood of thepurijier^ which ^ or whom the Lord 
bath cut off' with you concerning all thefe 
words ? And is it not as well adapted to the 
tranfadion now performing, which was a co* 
venant as well as a facrifice? And the offence 
taken at the feeming folcecifm of blood of a co^ 
venant will be rerboved by comparing it with 
other expreflions, that were ritual, and refer-- 
red to ceremonies ; fuch as the IFaiers of 5^- 
paration^ which were alfo fprinkled j the 
Lamb conftantly called the Paffwer^ and the 
like inftances, where the tokens are called by 
the name of the things reprcfented and bei- 
tokcncd. 

For thefe reafons therefore, our Tranfla- 
tors might very well render the phrafe, as 
others before them had done, viz. blood of the 
Covenant. And for the reafons now to follow, 
I think they tni^ht not have rendered itotbcrr 

wife, 
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wife, o^ by bifiod 0f the purifier^ not evea in 

thispafiage oi Exodus^ where that fenfe fhould 

feem at firftiight the lead exceptionable. 

1. First, becaufe $t* Paul^ Heb.ix.zo. 
not only alluding to, but quoting this paflage 
out ofExod, in Greeks ufcs the word S^cid^K^f 
and expounds tvHi 01 by aifM r?f ^^a$iKtiu 
Nor will the force of this obfervation be evad- 
ed by faying, that the Apoftles,, in quoting 
the Lxx, had rea/bns for not altering the ver- 
fion, even where it was faulty. For St. Paul' 
has a<3ually altered the verfion here, and for 
Af^iTo, which is the word in the lxx for ivOt 
has put mvii^alo. And no doubt his expofi-- 
tion is more to be regarded, and depended 
upon, than any, that are offered by modern 
expofitors. - ^ 

2. And, which is more remarkable, be- 
caufe our Saviour bimfelf has ufed the fame 
expreiiion alfut Sia^wiii in the mofl iblemn 
form Df words, that were perhaps ever deli- 
vered by him in the hearing of men. Matt. 

• XXvi. 28. TCWTO 15-1 to OifJioi fJLH TO Tifc I6«HW 

AI A0HKHS, v)hich isjhedfor many for the r^- 
mijjwn of Jim. Here feems tobe a plain allufion 
to tKe n**13 CD1, or blood of the Old Xejlamtnt^ 
or {oxmtx covenant^ which in contradiftindion 

was 
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twas the wLkaU JU^mr* TW eforc fe/amOif^ 
AT cmenant^ in this plaoe^ i»tili«t be taken in 
a different ist&jrtm tbat^ in wiUch thexxst 
Jiavc rcodcircd iv^iaan the place cited aboye. 
Now, if the ilvod (jf a cmenant had b^ 
tfecxceptionable an expreffion, that it vrould 
•hardfy go d(wn^ weidd (fiir tLord have ufed 
it > Or had the l*x tranflatcd Beritb wrong 
3n rendering it by SmQ^^wi, would he not have 
corrected it on this important occafion, when 
iie was inftituting a n^morial of the cutting 
^^of the true Purifier ^ to whom all the Types, 
wid typical Expreffions in th^ Old Tejiament^ 
and Hebrew language related ? Is it reafpnable 
-to fuppofe, that if the Lxx, in their tranfla- 
%on, commonly ufed in hiadays^ had drop- 
ped any thing of the weight and figni6cancy^ 
iviiich the pn2 0*» ought to have borne, and 
KJarried into tl^e minds of believers, that He, 
when he was in effefl: fixing the fenfe of the 
«»rord, and thing for ever, fo as none aft^r*- 
^wards (hould prefume te alter it, would not 
Awe reftored, at fo feafonable ^ a jundure, 
X)^hat had been unhappily loft by niifinterpre- 
i*ations, and have re-eftabliflied the long dif- 
^carded notion of 2^ purification and a purifier^ 

implied 
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im^ed mJV'^X accerdiqg-to the-orlginal iiW 
tent and meaning of the Hedrew Scripture ?• 
Nor can it eafily be thought^ that it was 
necoflary for his Difciplcs to fetch 4he meaning 
of his divine Inftitution, from the writings « 
Mofes. and the Prop/bets j especially as to the ^ 
ufeand import of the phrafes and words by 
him ufed^ He had once faid indeed, on a par- 
ticular occa(ion,y?i^r^i6 /A(? Scriptures, But 
would this monition given to fceptick Jews 
juiftify bis condudl in leaving his ownDifci- 
ples. under an apparent miftake, to be con* 
quered, as they could (and they were only 
fi{hermen, not fcrihes) from obfervations on 
the Idioms and Genius of tihe Hebrew tongu?^ 
riien antiquated in a manner and out of ufe ? 
We are apt to conckide, and with great rea-^ 
fon,. that he came not only to fulfil, but to 
explain the Law, and the Prophets : And we 
know he did it in fome inftances, in which the 
Jews had either ignorantly or perverfely mif- 
interpreted them. How happens it then, that 
we' ftiould hear of no explanation from him, 
of this important £cn{Q of Beritb, which the 
yews had artfully concealed, and hid in their 
verfions,at leaft from all the Greeks and Pi:o- 
ielytes ? Juft as Apoftate Jews are faid to 

have 
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have done fince his coming, froni all CJidftiai) 
Believers ? How (hall we account for Hrs not 
xedtifying this grand miftake about Biritb^ if 
it was a miftaice, or of any confequence ? Or 
if it was an indifierent thing, and not worth 
correcting, I conceive it is fcarce worth our 
difputing : And then Covenant may (land for 
Beritb as inofFenfively in the Old T^amenf^ 
as it doth for S^aOicii in the New. 
* Jp it be faid, that Cbriji talked in Syriac, 
and did not himfelf ufe the word' JU^x^, I 
grant it ; butdefire it may be alfo granted on 
the other fide, that the Apoftles, who heard 
him, when he inftituted the Sacrament, un- 
derftood the words he fpoke, and the true 
meaning of them : And that St. Matthew, in 
reporting them in his Go{pel, hath reported 
faithfully. And whatever Syriac word our 
Lord made ufe of in the room of hadnKfif re- 
ported by St. MattheWy yet the other Syriac 
word, exprefling xa/vf;, which was joined 
with it, refers neccflarily to fomething of the 
felf-famc meaning, which was '^aXaXu. Now, 
if our Lord's word, whatfoev^r it was, im- 
ported a purifier, how are we to underftand 
the Old and New Purifier ? Or, if it import- 
ed Purification^ as Mr. H. would have it, 

when 
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Ivhen he renders the text thus, " This is my 
« 6l(>od of the New Purification'' (fee Trin. of 
the Genf.pi 372.) will not bis blood oj the Co^ 
venani go as eafily down^ as bis blood of the 
New Purif cation ? And in the mean time^ 
how (hall we reconcile this new verfon to the 
original word iia^n^fi ? For though it be urged 
never fo ftrongly, that it is only a verfion of 
the original word in St* Matthew's Gofpelj 
yet it is properly the original word in St* 
Pouts firft Epiftle to the Corinthians^ ^ and a 
word too, that he did neither tranflate from 
other writings, hor borrow from other men % 
for be receiwd his account of the inflitution 
there given, as he fays, from the Lordliita^ 
felf ^, And a wordy which he has given us by 
divine Revelation, is as much to be regarded % 
and religioufly attended to as any Deritb in 
the Old Te/iament. 

If I may fpeak my own mind on thefepaf- 
fages of St. Matthew and St. Paul (which yet 
I do with great deference to better Judgments^ 
and without cenfures on any>^ from whom I 

* 1 Cor. xi. 25. rovro to ToliS^to; i xoUvi AIAGHKH ir<» wiy 

i/ftJ «(f*aii. 

** Vcrfc 23. Fdr I have received of the Lord that, which 
1 alfo delivered unto you,' thit the Lord Je/us, £5ff.— — - 
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imy differ ;)— .there feetns to me tmre wdg&f^ 
efficacy, and inftru^ba in the phrafe, Blood of 
the Covenant^ or blood of thi New Teftament^ 
than there would have \Ktnji(Cbrift had nxuk 
uie of any expteffion evidently fignifying the 
blood of purification^ or the purification in bis 
blood. For the Idea of purification^ whether 
it goes always with Beritb (as Mr. C ia3») oi 
not, yet.it goes always with bkod and blood-^ 
fi)eddingy in the expiatory Sacrifices imdcr the ' 
Law. <^ For every thing under the L^w s 
«« purged with bloody'* as the Apoftle.ftyg^ 
*< and without (hedding of blood thtK is no 
<< reimflion/' So that no Idea of purlficaticxi, 
that could poffiWy be conveyed by rro could 
be wanting in fiich word as thefe, viz. r^ cufui 
«r^i iFo>J<M, hcxujoofiivoif, efpecially when there 
is added mV Ji^iitw d/Aa^^Sf. Nor could any 
Idea of the true purifier be wanting, whm our " 
Lord calls it m^uL ^v. 

But now aunt Sat^^Kfn implies more than 
all tbis« It denotes a Covenant founded on the 
ihedding of this blood ; in whkh man hath 
a part j which part he recognizes and re-fti«* 
pulates every time h6 commertiorates thcjhed^ 
ding of this bloody according to Cbrifi's inftitu- 
tipn. And this makes the Holy Communion' 

defervedly 
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idcfervcdiy thought to be a repeated ratification 
of man*s part of the New Covenant, every tiipe 
he partakes of It ; which notion had not beea 
fo much as fuggefted (at leaft riot in the form 
of the inftitution) if bur Lord had called it 
only the Slood of purification^ (hed for the re- 
miffion of fins. 

And upon the fame footing the expreflion 
of fjna P^, ihf^ blood of the Covenant , in the 
Old I'ejiament, may be defended. 

In all the expiatory facrifices, a typical /«- 
rijier muft be underftobd fo be cut off, whe- 
ther it were exprefled in fb many words or 
not. The Idea likewife oi purification, tho* 
not contained in the firft or radical fenfe of 
OT (or.D^Ol) yet was ever conveyed in the 
ritual efFufion of it. And had Mr. C. connedl- 
ed the Idea ot purification with bloodfioed, in 
the Sacrifices of Atonement under the Lav^, 
it would, I think, have been readily allowed 
him. 

But it appears from the firft inftance of 
thefe legal bloody facrifices recorded in Ex(id. 
xxiv. that there was a Covenant between God 
and the Ifraelites, made, or ratified on both 
parts, by or through them. After the typical 
purifier was cut off (to ufe that phrafe) its 
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blood was divided into two ^rtions. One 
hzM Mofes poured oh the Altar, as a token of 
the ratification of the Covenant on God's part; 
and before he fprinkled the people with the 
other half, he read out of the book of the Co- 
venant the Terms commanded on the people's 
part s and then he fprinkled them, upon their 
declaration, that. they would perform their 
part; and alfo the book, faying. Behold, the 
Hood of the Covenant^ which the Lord hath 
madi with you concerning all thefe words! 
Now, is not the Idea of a covenant ftronger 
and more prefent in this tranfadion, than the 
ideei of purification, or of a purifier? For, 
. however the Idea of a purifier be conneded 
with the blood of the Sacrifice on this occa- 
fion, yet the Idea of a Covenant, founded on 
the atonement, figured by the Sacrifice, is 
predominant in the whole tranfadtion. 

However pleafing therefore the Idea of a 
purifier may be, when Chrifl or his Sacrifice 
are in our thoughts; yet it muft not for that 
reafori be uppermoft, and prevail in texts, 
where there is no appearance it was intended 
to be conveyed, though perhaps the fenfe in 
thofe texts may be good and agreeable under 
fuch expofition. To give an inftance of this 
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in the very firft text of Scripture, where nn:> 
occurs, Gen\ vi. 1 8. on which the Author of 
Some thoughts on Reiigion, &c. hath thcfe 
words, p. 130. 

" When Jehovah acquaints Noah, that he 
«• is to deftroy the Earth, with all its inha^ 
«* bitants, he aflures him at the fame time, 
** that he is to eftablifli his Berifh with him 
«• and his family. Now if Berith be taken in 
•* that place for the purifier^ the promife 
•* amounts to this, that the great purifier was 
** to come of his line, which happened ac- 
•* cordingly.*' 

But now thoujgh the thing itfclf be true, 
and the Idea's conveyed by this expofition 
worthy of God, and fuitable to theoccafion ; 
yet it is not the natural fenfe of the place, nor 
fo agreeable as the commonly received verfion, 
wherein nn3 retains its ufual fignification of 
Covenant. The reader^ I believe, will be fa- 
tisfied of this, if he will turn to the next in- 
ftances of n**T3 in Scripture to be found in 
Gen. ix. where the word occurs feven times 
in nine verfes. There he will find God ejia- 
btijhing his Berith with Noah^ and hisfamily\ 
by the fame phrafe, as in the firft inftance> 
(j^ 9.) and the faid eftablifhment repeated. 

K3 (v. II) 
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j^ 1 1 .) He will hardly doubt bat thefe pai&ge4 
mean the fame thing, may be referred to, and 
explained by each other. Yet if he proceeds 
to try, how purifier will ftand in thcfe latter 
paflages, he will foon be convinced, that the 
great purifier muft be out of thfc queftidn % 
For God eftablifties his Beritb^ not only with 
Noah and .his Family, but mtb e^ery living 
creature that is with tbem^ of thefovcl^ oitbi 
cattle^ of every beaft oftbe Eartb.\f lo.) 
Will any one fay, that God cut ofCbriJl as ^ 
furijier^ not only between himfelf and men^ 
but between him and the brutes alfo ? But 
while Covenant ftands, the promife to Noah 
find his fons amounts to no more than wha( 
the bmtes were concerned in as well as they j 
viz. that " all flcfti fhould not be cut off any 
** more by the waters of a flood i neither 
<* (hould there be any more a flood to deftroy 
«« the Earth." (jj^ ii.) Whereupdn Cod fet 
his bow in the cloud, to be a token of this co- 
venant between him and the Earth, 3^ 12,13, 
J 4, 15, 16, 17, &c. In all which veffes, if 
any one pleafes to put purifier inftead of r^ 
venant, and underftand it of the great puri-^ 
fier (and indeed to whom befides (hould fuch 
^ \yof d relate ?) he will be able tp judge, whe^ 
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ther it will ftand with fenfe and reslon or 
oot. 

Perhaps it will be faid, that Cbrijl ibe 
purifier is not here, nor in all other places, di- 
re<aiy intended to be denoted, but that ftill 
the Idea of a purification is corniced \ which 
purification muft at length be traced up to tha 
grand Atonement by Chrifi. As, ex. gr. that 
this promife made to Noah and his Sons, that 
the worU iliould be no more deftroycd by 
water (j^ ii.) was the eflfea, or in confe* 
qumce of a Sacrifice, that Noah had offered 
wrhcti he came out of the Ark. (viii. 20.) For 
it is (aid, after the mention of this burnt-of* 
iering, v.zi. *< that the Lord fm^Ued a fwcet 
^( favour, and faid in his heart, I will not 
" again curfe the ground uny more for man's 
^< fake, neither will I again finite any more 
^< every living thing,'* ^c : And that this fa- 
crifice did (as all other bloody fagrifices, froin 
the beginning of the world, did) reprefent the 
great purifier^ that was in the fulnefs of time, 
to atone for the fins of the world -, fo that a| 
lafl we are come to the Idea of purification 
conveyed in nn3» But why are we to flop 
jufl here in tracing our Ideas upwards, fince 
we are npt ygt come to the original ?• For the 
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purification itielf was founded on the breach 
of a Covenant^ viz. the firft,.that God oiade 
with roan : and that firft Covenant with man 
was founded on a Covenant before the Crea-e 
tion, between the Father and the Son, which 
is the immutable Berith^ the dSi)^ ph in fa-^ 
vour of man ; to which theElahim^ according 
to Mr. C fwore, or from which at Icaft they 
are denominated Elabim. And therefore, I 
apprehend, that if there muft be one ruling 
Idea to be carried with the word throughout, 
that of covenant (hould be efteemed, rather 
thzn puri^catiohf the principal and original 
Idea to be conveyed in every religious ufe of 
the word Beriib, as its capital and leading 
fcnfe in the whole gpconomy qf hupian Re- 
demption. 

I HUMBLY conceive .then upon the whole, 
there is not that room to lay any great ftrefs 
upon the new interpretation of Berith, that 
Mr. C. and others of Mr. H.'s followers feem 
to imagine. There are many knots in the 
way, which muft be regularly untied before 
they can fairly eilablifli this opinion. Some of 
them-I have fuggefted, which, I fancy at leaft, 
are the moft material 5 and will not admit of 

aq 
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an eafy or cardefs folation ; nor yield to the 
force of mere imagination. 

An to, if what has been faid already ofjinx 
be but for the moft part right aud juft, the 
other word rna will not afford much niatter 
of controverfy : becaufe on fuppofition, that 
nna means covenant, commandment, or ordi^ 
nance, as well as /dap, or that which cleanjes, 
it will not, I prcfume, be infifted upon, thit 
ma, when joined with it, mu/i be always ren* 
dercd cutting or cutting of*: and then fomc 
other meaning muft be affigned it, and an- 
other tranflation given to it ; and fuch a tran^- 
flation, as will fuit thofe words, covenant ^ &c, 
as well as cutting (?^fuits the Idea of a puri- 
fier. Or, if this will not be allowed, becaufe 
Mr. C. fays, that Carath never Jgnifes in 
Scripture any thing but to cut, or cut offi 
then we may alk, what authority he has 
for its fignifying to cut or cut off^ which he 
has not alfo for its fignifying (when joined 
with nna or n^K) to make or enjoin a cove-- 
vant, or an oath ? The lxx render it, when 
accompanied with n^a, conftantly by Aar/- 
^ilJLoti, except perhaps a place or two, where 
thej^ ufe St. P^iul's word, Ileb. ix. 22. taken 

nQticc 
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notice of above, viz iiUhkufMi. Now if their 
vcrfion, cfpecially when fapportcd by all other 
Ycrfions be of any authority for the fenfe of 
words, why muft it be wholly flighted here ? 

But, it may be faid, is not to cut or aa 
g^, the proper and original knfc of CaratJb as 
a root ? and was not the application of it to 
Covenants entirely owing to the ufe pf the 
word in Sacrifices, when they C9t ^beaft^ 
Ice. on which occafions Covenants were woa( 
to be made or ratified i 

Suppose it was ; yet it might become, in 
procefs of time, a mere cuftomary phrafe to 
exprefs the making or entering into zcovenant^ 
when no facrifices were offered, or even 
dreamed of: juft as o^Ki€t ji(cm9 among the 
Greeks, and Jerire, icere, percutere fcedus 
among the Latins, were ufed in the very fame 
fenfe, and, as is fuppofed, for the very fame 
reafon, viz. in allufion to the fame ancient cuf^ 
torn of taking fblemn oaths, and making fo- 
\tmti covenants at facrifices. But muft we 
therefore tranflate c^x^ rifivfiv by cutting or 
cutting offcompaBs upon Oath ? Or any of the 
Lfatin verbs abovementioned, by fmiting 2l Co* 
venantj or giving a blow to a Treaty ? So nei- 
ther fhould we render n"lD by any other verb 
. 4 than 
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than what is proper to accompany the ndiu^ 
that it governs in compofition^ 

But ftill (it may b^ fuggefted) the Idea of 
cutting tnuA be preferved, becaufe it islthe 
fir ft or radical fenfe of the word, and ftridly 
ipeakjng the only f roper fenje. 

To which, I anfwer, that it will be with 
r»*ID when it is joined to fVHi, juft as it is 
with riai^Ai when it is ufed with o]pcief^ or 
Jerio, when applied tojadus, in the Greek and 
Latin tongues : that is to fay^ the true mean- 
ing of thefe feveral verbs, in all the other ufes 
of them, is not loft or impaired by this ap- 
plication of them to Covenants ; neither is 
their true and proper meaning retained in this, 
application ; at leaft it is only fo-far retained^ 
as may ferve to point out the origine of fuch 
application. Ferio^ IcOy Percutio^ differ very 
much in their originals, or the roots^ if one 
may fay fo, from whence they come : the 
one, as the learned fay, from (pi^a^ another 
from «x», and the other (a compound) from 
per and quatio. Yet they have all one mean** 
'ing and one fenfe, when applied to a vi(5tim 
or facrifice, which is tojirike^ tojlay^ to cut 
i>ff^ And they have again all of them another 

mean- 



meaning and fenfe, when applied to fee dm ^ 
viz. inireyfancire^ firmare^ &c. 

If you alk after the reafon of this, the ety- 
. molo^fts will tell you, and inform you fur- 
ther, that it is the Cafe of all languages. And 
indeed, it catinot well be otherwife, unlefs we 
were wholly to drop all metaphorical or figu- 
rative ufe of words (with which no language 
»^unds more than the He&re%v.J Whence, 
thefe verbs we are fpeaking of, viz. niD, 
r%iiya,percutio, in certain conjundlions, as with 
rnD, cjicipK, Ja^dus, become mer? idioins or 
peculiar phrafes of thofe languages^ carrying 
Otoly one fcnfe, eftablifhed by ufe and cuftom. 
Nor is the original fource or root,from whence 
thefe words are derived, any further to be re- 
garded in thefe idioms or cuftoma^ry phrafes, 
than for the fatisfadion of the curious and in- 
quifitive, who love to difcover the ground and 
reafon of every expreffipn in language. And 
when the difcovery is mad^ it amounts to no 
more than a critical obfervation, or a gram* 
matical fpeculation. 

And, if no more than this be intended in 
what is urged concerning Carat h and Beritt^ 
and their force and fignification in the He- 
brew Spripture, there is no objeftion to be 

mad« 



made againft it., But^ if it be propounded^ 
and fb it feems to be^ as a new and moft im-* 
portant difcovery, without which, neither the 
Old nor the New Tejtament can be righdy un- 
derftood, nor the true fcheme and oeconomy 
of man's Redemption adequately conceived, I 
cannot diflemblc my diflent to it, after the 
nioft accurate and impartial enquiry I have 
hitherto- been able to make into \U 
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SI N C E I wrote the foregoing Obferva* 
tions on Beritb, I have read an anor^-* 
immspamphlety intitled, A Defence ofMr.HJs 
Flan^ being an Anfwer to the Modejl Apology^ 
&c. in which the Author endeavours to de- 
termine this Queftion about Beritb in a very 
few words, and feems to be fatisfiedy that he 
has, within the compafi of a page and half, 
fufEciently proved and cleared up the deriva- 
tion of it, according to ^r, H. How he has 
fucceeded therein, will aippcar by the follow- 
ing Stridtures, in which a reply is made to 
each fentence in its order. 

He fays, p. 89. line 3. 
" Ws conftru(ftion of n*U is, A? or that 
" which purifies '* 

Answer. 
But before this conftruftion (huts out all 
others, we ihould fee its claim to be the only 

rational 



ttrfboil or probable one. For it other cott* 
Itniiaroniare given, that are equally reafonabb 
andfatisfaiaory, both as to fcnfe and grammar; 
why fliotild thij be preferred inexclufion of 
*hc«*i ? Bot ff it hath no right to exclude an 
Whers, it will do Mf. B, little feryfce; for hi^ 
fehcme requires it to be ibe only conftrudMon. 

Bar without mentioning at prefent any 
other feftfe of the word, may a queftion or 
two be afted without offence, concerning 
this of Mr. HV? As firft, whether n'n^. a 
noun feminine (as appears by its termination) 
is fo hkdy to have been made ufe of to denote 
a perron'mafculine, Be that purifies, as fomc 
mafcuhne noun derived from the fame root 
or a participle of the fame verb? And fel 
condly, whether nna may not.in one ufeoilt 
(of which ufe we have two inftanccs) fignify 
a particular herb, or a particular compofitioi 
ufeful in cleanfing ; and yet not mean, in ge^ 
nQV&\ whatever purifies? . , • 

It hath been commonly, taken' for for^ 
particular abftergcnt, and rendered either Bo* 
r^K or HerSa Borith, or berba fingly, W« " 
& j«* by the Lxx, Julphur by the Syriac 
verfion, /.^ i„ the Targun^J ^,, S 
there is an herb ^U, that is a good ckanler, 

may 
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Ittay this therefore denote in general, a/m« 
/J?r, or particularly the great purifitr^ who 
cleanfeth us from sJl our fins ? 

It as good a Critick in . Ortek as M r< H« 
Ivaa in Hehrew^ (hould affirm, that W^^ being 
painty uied in two places for fome deterfive 
nerb or compound^ muft therefore iignify at 
large whatever purifies ; and not only fo^ but 
alfo 9 vo€t mufl like wife fignify & Kva(f^vg, a per-, 
fon ; and not only a Fuller ^ but in general He 
that purifies^ in any fenfe of that word ; would 
this be eafily admitted? Yet the difficulty 
feems to be the fame in both languages. 

Ibid. I ^, 
" The word isy5 ufed in the Scriptures.'* 

Answer. 
Ir isttfcd for fomething that cleanfetbi 
once iny^r. \i. zi. for fome plaint or abftcr^ 
five drug proper for that purpofe^ And again, 
in MaL iii. 2. pro fullonico lixivio^ whether it 
'Viext Joap ox any oiYitv preparation. But it 
hath not yet been proved, that it is ufed iii 
^priptuje, fo much as once for a purifier in 
general, or for him who purifies. Whereas, in 
above an hundred places it is ufed in Scripture, 
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Where !t cannot confiflfcntly with good fenfc, 
\fc rendered either 6y bim^ or^ that wbii:b pu^ 

Ibid. 1. 6- 
*^ And it is not fo much as pretended, that 
" Jina is not regularly derived from ^y 

Answer, 
When it fignifies fomething ufed in clean-^ 
Jing^ as in the two parages above cited it doth^ 
It is allowed to be a derivative from ij or "jia, 
apd is for that teafon read Boritb (h?^^. fc^ 
cuadum normam effet TfXS'l* Pagntn.J But 
when it fignifies Covenant, it is thought by the 
greateft number of criticks in the language, 
not to be a derivative from ^3 or nii, but to 

be more regularly derived from other roots* 

11 - ' . ■ - 

Ibid. 1. 8. 
«« Other words being formed in the iame 

•* manner." 

» • • « 

Answer. 
A VERY few are, as is allowed in the fore-* 
going difcourfe. But many more are formed 
as nna is firom rini as has been Ijikcwife 
ihewn above* 

L Ibid. 



Ibid. 1. 14. 
' ** it is not true to fay, that they (viz, the 
" Lexicographers) ufually derive it from n*^3 
« elegit/' &c. 

;; ANS W ER. 

Let them be confulted^ and fpeak for 
themfelves. More may be found to do fo than 
this author cares to own. And of thofe, who 
3o not, yet there are none^ who fo derive J5^- 
titb, as to bring its fenfe of Cevenant into 
queftion: And «^«^, who wholly fet afide 
the diftindion of Berith and Boritb, as Mr,!?, 
doth. Which I take riotice of here, as I fhall 
in fome of the anfwers below, not with a de- 
fign of i(nfifting on this diftindtion myielf (tho' 
there is room enough for doing ib) but to put 
this author in remembrance, that, if he thinks 
it proper to alledge the authority of the Lexi^ 
cpgrapbers^ when he thinks they make for 
Him, he has the lefs right to rejedl it, when 
they really make againft him. If their judg- 
ment has no weight with him for the propriety 
of this difiinSliony he has fmall pretence to 
plead their Judgment in regard to the deri^ 
'Nation of either word. 

Ibid. I. 19/ 
* *« Munfler gives no derivation of it at all.** 

Ak- 
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Answer. 
Therefore he is no evidentfe at all on 
feithcr fide. 

Ibid. 1. 20. 

*« And Marius de Calafio derives it fr6m 
\\ N13 to cut off:' 

Answer. 

No : M. de Calafio only fays, that jomi 
have deriyed it from m3, ^idam dicunt^ &Ci 
(fee bis words quoted above among the Ety- 
mologies, &c.) But he himfelf puts it under 
h*^3 as a peculiar root, tho' not now in ufe : 
and renders lina as others do, by fa^dus. And 
therefore his authority, fo far as it goes in this 
cafe, is againft Mr. JET. both in refpedl of the 
ebnftruftioh of the word, and of the root i( 
comes from. 

Ibid; 1. 21. 

" Nor can it come from ms/** 
Answer. 

Why fo ? It comes more regularly from. 
Ihenc6 by the -common ways of dedudion^ 
than from any other root (fee the feveral ex- 
amples above given) except it be the root pn!2% 
tinder which it is put by M, de Calafio^ Pag-- 

nin, and others* 

. ' La Ibid, 
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Ibid. I 22« 
« The n in rro, /^ eaty is Radical!^ 

Answer. 

So is the n in n3D, niPf, PiS);, Hfllf , and ftf* 

vcral other verbs ' from whence come nouns 

feminine, like nnD, viz. i^»33, fl^ipJ, th^^ 

tftSi* See more of the. like kind above a)I« 

leficd. 

Ibid. L 23. 
*« It is a diftinft root from 13 or 1^3.'' 

Answer. 
Therefore the iin3> that comes from it^ 
hath a different fenfe, and pointing, from ftniJ 
that comes from 13 or T)3. 

Ibid. 1. 25. 
" You never once find fTO fp^ J^*^''^ W 
•* choice ^ except where rt is feminine."^ 

Answer. 
THisn'^3, where n is femiaipe,, }$ froia 
*)3 pure^ and not from iTQ the verb. Nor 
are we concerned to find out a word, that figj- 
nifies/«r^ and choice^ but.only to find putth& 
meaning of t\^- 

Ibid. 1. 26. 
" Many of the roots are divided wrong Ja 
^ the DiSHonaries^ and this aqiioiRg o^^ers.T 

An- 
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Answ|ek. 
Norifunt dicenda^ quafok negatime ever^ 
funtur. If any body elfe had (aid, that many 
of the roots are miftaken by Mr. H. and this 
among others, Tbh Author would probably 
Iky of himj. what he fays on another occafioa 
of tli6 Apotogiji, p. 8 1, viz. " He fbould have 
^« given us fomething befides his Q^nfayfo^^ 

Ibid. 1.28. 
^« Had ma been the root, ttc ntmn would 
^» have been nn3." 

A M s w £ K^ 

And why not nni as well as rv"^^ from 
try^^ juft as we have nOB^, as well as nOBf, 
from rOBf, apd n*On, as well as n^JOH, from 
non, and nnp, as well as rv"^p, from m^ 

Ibid. L 30. 
«^ This your friend (viz. the Apohgijl) 
«? knows, and his Concordance will (hew 
" him feveral inftances of nnD for the w««, 
^« but not one of n^lj." 

A N s w E R. 
HfiRE is an artful tranfition from the Z)/r- 
fiorun-ies to the Concordances. For this Gen-- 
L 3 tleman 



t ?5o 1 

tkman knows^ as well as the ^pologiji^ that aW 
though tx^"^":^ is commonly put under mp in 
the DiSlionaries^ when it is read Beritb, ancl 
pointed to the fenfe of Covenant, yet both iVa- 
tban and Af. ^i? Calafio, in their Concordances^ 
have put it under n^ij. So that, in thefe Con- 
cordances no Berith, but only nn3 appears; 
under rtia. But what is gained by this obferr 
vation to Mr. H.'s fenfe or derivation of Ber, 
rith? For fna is altQgether as wide from ^3 
or nia, as it is from m3. And'wh^t is more, 
both Nathan and M. de Calajio, have fufpcv* 
cntly diftinguilhed, nni Qovenant from nns 
the cleanfer ; as well by adding the vowel to 
the latter, that it may be read Boritb in the 
two places where it occurs, as by putting it un- 
der the root "yxi- 

Ibid. p. 90. 1. 3. > 
In ** the only place nna occurs in, except 
«* where it is conftrued a covenant^ it fignifies 
S"- fome cleanfer^ and is, by all the DiSiionaries, 
^* derived from *0. 

Answer. 

This is true, but nothing to the purpofe ; 
becaufe in all the places, where it is conftrued 
^ Covenqnt^ it ;s by mod of the DiSiionarm . 

noft 
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not derived from *13, arid hy none of them rery 
dered clean fer^ by which it appears, that Mr. 
H.V new interpretation is not reconcileable-. 
with any one of them. 

Ibid. 1. 6. 

" M. de Calajio^ indeed, does not confound 
** thefe two roots, tho' many others do/* 
Answer. 
True again. But he fuffjciently confounds 
the conftruSiion of Berith given by Mr. Hi 
For he renders it by Fcedus^ and places it unr 
der neither of tbefe two roots. And tho* in-p- 
deed he takes notice, that others have placed 
it under mi3, which may imply fome degree 
of approbation, yet this is the very root,, that 
our Author is here oppofing. 

And laftly, he is pleafed to fay, in p. 93. 
line 12, that " Berith in i/Txlii. 6. is nonfenfi^ 
«* callj tranflated Covenant^ and that he thiriks 
*^ this text is an expreis declaration of the OA/ 
" Tejlament^ that n'*i3 is not covenant but^i^^.- 
*^ rijier:* ' 

The propriety of rendering Berith in Ifa. 
xlii.6. hy Covenant, has been already examined 
and juftified, in the foregoing difcourfe, to 
which therefore I refer this author ; and (hzW 

L 4 take 



take my leave of hipoi, but with this piece olF' 
fcrious and friendly advice (if I may be wor4 
thy to offer him any) viz. that he would 
henceforward treat die Scripture-phrafes in 
our tranflation with lefs freedom^ till he hath 
bqtter proof, thaii he hath yet produced, tha^ 
'they arc wrong, and to be juftly blamed : ef? 
pccially in thofpipftances, t^hich (had it been 
poffible for him to have been miftaken in) ho 
JbouUbavf trembled (as he fays himfelf, p. 6.) 
to have made fo free with. And alfo, that he 
would forbear to advance y«ri& notions^ or ta 
vStJiicb exprejfiom^ as we fipd in p* loS, 109^ 
in what view, or for what end, I cannot weH 
conceive, I (hall not cite them here, Thejf 
are no part of my prcfent enquiry. But I 
would earneftly recommend it to the author 
(to whom I heartily wifli well, whofpevcr 
he be) to confider calmly with himfelf, how 
it is poffible to reconcile ^Adf/ be there fays ^ 
with the dodtrine of the Church of England^ 
or indeed of the C!burcb CatboJick. 
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ADDENDA. 



SINCE the former of thcic Diflertations 
was fent to. the prefs, I find the learned 
Dr. Hodges in his Elibu^ p. 31. has inferled at 
length, Mr.Romaine*s article of orhti in 
M. de Calafib^s Concordance, and has intro- 
duced it thus, viz. " Take what follows from 
** M. de Calafio^ Ed. Romaine, which, on 
f « more accounts than one, deferves notice/* 
What notice it deferves on one account, niay 
be feen above in the note, where M. de Cala^ 
Jio's words on this article are given at length, 
as well as the Editor* s\ and of which no 
mention being made by the Doftor, I am apt 
to think he was not aware of the different 
fentiments of the Author and the Editor ; be- 
ing mifled, as I was at firft, into an opinion, 
that the faid article, as it now fland^ in the 
p)ncordancp, was Calqfto^s own account of 
the matter ; and perhaps for that rfeafon al- 
lowing it the more weight, and recommend- 
ing it to his reader with more authority. 

4 " I HAVE 
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I HAVE alfo the fatisfadtion to find, that 
the Editor has confirmed my reference of a 
paffage in his Preface to'this article : For in 
his Interpretation of proper Names ^ annexed 
to the Concordance^ he fays, p. 15, 

«' hSk. Ela, Ilex vel Quercus, aut male- 
" didtio, vel juramentum fcil. imprecationis, 
« ex hSn, "^ide qua dixi de hac voce fub ra- 
" dice n^K in Concordantiis/* 

Nor (hould I have omitted in the foregoing 
, diffcrtation on Beritb, to confider what Mr. 
R, fays of that word too, if the laft VoL of the 
Concordance^ publiQied this year, had not fal- 
len too late into my hands to allow me the 
opportunity, I (hall therefore do it here. 

NoMiNUM propriorum Interpretatio, p.42. 
•* nn3 Beritb Boritf>y paSium iwtfcedus^ eac 
" 13. Nomen Idoli Sichimorum, fud, ix. 46. 
*' Radix fignificatpurificaredefajcare, etfmeg-? 
" mat;iseft aliquod genus, quo veftes purgan- 
" .tur, Formatur ex na purgavit, purificavit, 
*« affigendo tf eodem modo ac n* in n^l^NI. 
«^ Verbi fenfus patet in fer. ii. 22. ^ia fi 
" laveris te in niiro^ et muitiplicaveris tibi 
** tV^^faponem, fignata eji iniquitas tua co^ 
«' ram me, dixit Dominus Jehovah, fie MaL 
«^ iii, 2. JLt qui 5 fujiinet diem veniendi eum ? 

5 '-^ 
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«« ef quis Jians in amfpici eum ? Nam ipfe 
*' tanquam ignis confans^ et tanquam fpTj 
^^fapo fuUonum^ &c. Ex his locis qonftat vo- 
** cem Berith purificationem denotare, ct p^- 
" fonam, et res quae purificant, praecipue, ma- 
« ximum ilium purificatorem, qui nosemun- 
" dat ab omni peccato, fuamque religionem^ 
" Et honos divinus,qui huic debctur,falfoapudi 
« gentes tS Baal habitus eft j ab ipfo enim 
"^ purificationefti expedtabant. Tunc tempo- 
** ris non ad illud impietatis asvi praefentis fa- 
" ftigium ventum eft, quando opinio valet nos 
** poffe animas nottras impias nefcio qua pce- 
«« nitenti^t morali puras in confpcdtu Dei red- 
«* dere. Quae multo impior eft opinio, quam 
*« fpes purificationis 5W. Qui plura velit de 
" hac voce confulat libros optimi viri J.' 
^« Hutchinfoni Hebraica^ linguae peritiflimi/' 

There are two things in this account, 
which deferve to be enquired into. The firft 
is, whether the rendering oiBeritb or Boritb 
hy paSlumfvefcedus^ be confonant to the ac- 
count, that follows, about the derivation ancj 
true import of the word. 

All that is here faid, when that render^ 
ing is excepted, is quite conformable to Mr, 
li'i own account ip thofc works, that are 

yi;ferre4 
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referred to for further fatisfadion. But thU 
conceflion, that Beritb may in one ufe of i( 
fiffiify J^Jus Of pactum, or may at any time 
be fo tranflated, is what Mn H. in thofe 
works, exprefsly decares againft. " Still Be^ 
f' rith,^' fays Jie, ** is npt a Covenant." [Tr/- 
pity of the Gentiles^ p. 369. New Edition.] 

And indeed it would feem from Mr. R.*t 
own words, y\z. Verbi fen/us patet in Jer. ii. 
j&c. et Mai. iii, &c. Ex bis locis conjiat vocm 
Berith purijicationem demtare^ &c. that wc 
piay npt ta^e Beritb in any othpr meaning 
than what is gathered from thoie two texts, 
and from its root •TS, and confequently ought 
never to conftrue it by Cwenant j for nq 
Jdea pf Covenant will arife from thence : and 
Mr. H, is vcryconfiftenf yyi^h h|mfclf iq thj^ 
fentiment. 

But if Mr. R's defign in this article is, 
to apprize us, that the tranflatipp of Beritb^ 
by Covenant may ftand, but ftill muft be aU 
lowed to ftand only with this refcrye, pr ^itl^ 
this explanation, viz. that it always yields the 
fenfe of jB^nV^, and always conveys the ide^ 
cA purification \ then, if I miftake not, the 
queftion is put upon a new footing ; and a pr^ 
ppfal is inriraated for compromiiingjhe dif-- 
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fedte, tjiat has been hitherto made about jt^ 
by a kind of coalition of both interpretations. 
But I apprehend t|iey cannot eafily be brought 
to unite and incorporate togethen 

][ j^ Mr. i?. really allows, that Beritb figni- 
fies a Covenant^ and is rightly fo tranflated in 
the Scriptures, it feetos to be an indifferent 
matter from what root it comes. But if he 
niieans, or would by this account fuggefl, that 
an idea of CM/? as the purifier^ or of his re- 
ligion as pur By or of the purification of man 
thereby, is conveyed in every Beritb^ that oc^ 
Curs in Scripture, either from the force of the 
word in his etymology of it 5 or from the ap- 
plication of the word in a %iritual fenfe in the 
two texts abovementioned 1^ then I cannot but 
think he infers a great deal more than his 
premifes do warrant, and builds weighty mat- 
ters on a (lender and unpromi(ing foundation/ 

I HAV£ allowed in my fecond cfifferiation, 
that Beritb^ in many of thofe texts where Mr. 
H. difcards the word Covenant ^ to make room 
for ^erms of Purification^ may fignify, or 
doth include in its fignification Terms tn-- 
joined by God and accepted by men. So, that 
altho' the word Covenant be avoided in thofe 
texts by Mr. H. yet his followers muft own, 

that 
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that T^erms^ offered and complied with, dd 
imply the T'bing^ viz. a Covenant^ or command- 
ment with conditions^ &c. Thefenfeofwhich^ 
in thefe paflagcs, is not hurt or impaired by 
Mr, H.'s arbitrary addition of puri^cation, be- 
caufe that is really (fne defign and end^ and is 
or fliould be, the EJe£f alfo of God*s Cove- 
nanty or Commandments. Yet it doth not fol- 
low, that the Idea of Purification is annexed 
to the word Beritby or even, that it may be 
admitted along with Beritb, in all the in- 
ftances, that we meet with of that word. 

I HAVE alfo further allowed, that Ideas 
of Purification, and even of fJbe great Puri- 
fier^ may be properly conveyed from the cir- 
cumftances of fafts prefigurative of Chrift, 
and which fomctimes accompanied the ratifi- 
cations of the Covenant, and particularly in 
Exod. xxif • And that the Idea of his Religion, 
9S a purifying one,, is alfo conveyed in fome 
l^acee when Beritb occurs, and particularly in* 
the New Beritb^ that God would make with 
his people. But then, I apprehend, with fub- 
roiffion, that the Idea of Purification is not al- 
ways the principal Idea conveyed, even on 
thefe occafions ; and that it doth not appear 
cvcK to be conveyed by the ufe oj this wordf 

in 



,; t'59.1 

in thofe piaces,where it is commonly tranflated ^ 
CovenanL The Ideas of Redemption, Elec- 
tion, Juftification, Adoption, and the like^ 
feem to have as clofe a connexion with every. 
heritb^ that can be confidered as relative to 
Chrift and our benefits from his Religion, as 
that of Sandification, or the purification of oUr 
natures hatla. And therefore, I conceive, that 
wherever B^rith fignifies Covenant^ tho' it be 
the Covenant between God and man, it is not 
to be underftood with reference to any ruling 
Jdea^ but that of Covenant \ and this without 
any exceptions in favour of the Idea of Puri^ 
jication : it having been (hewn at large in the 
foregoing difcourfe, and I hope, to tolerable 
fatisfadion, that it is not at all reafonable^to 
' infer, that nn2, in every ufe of it, muft have 
its derivation from ^2 or Ti3, becaufe in one 
fenfe of it, that root is admitted j or, that it 
may fignify fur ijicat ion, either as an-/^^, be-. 
caufe it is allowed to fignify one inftrument of 
it, or as an End^ becaufe it undoubtedly fig- 
nifies (in two texts) one particular means of 
wafliing away uncleannefs. And I may add, - 
that in the faid texts it fignifies npthing more 
than means^ unlefs the application of the word 
in a fpirituil fenfe, to denote the means of 

(:lean« 



cteanfing fouls from (heir pollutioil$^ can hi 
Called more. 

Th e other point in Mr. RJs account, which 
leems exceptionable, is, the inference or con-^ 
clufion from thefe texts (Ex bis loc'is conjtaty 
&c.) that Beritb ox Borith denotes a PerfoH^ 
and more efpecially the great Purifier^ whb* 
cleanfeth us from all fin« 

This great purifier, it is true, is in one of 
thefe texts \MaL lUi 2.) compared with the 
fre of the Refiner, and with xHMfoapoi FuU 
krs ; or reprefented in a fpirituai fenfe e^Ki} 
and n^TSD, iih^Jif"^^ zh^likefoap^ And under 
thefe fimilitudes, no doubt, he bears the cha^^ 
rader of a Refiner and a Purifier^ ipiritually 
confidered. But now comes the Qiieftion : Is 
this notion to be extended, more or lefs, to 
all the Beritbs we find in the Old Tejlamentt 
They, who affirm it, ought to (hew, that the 
word Beritb, wherever it occurs, is from the 
fame original, and may and muji have the 
fame fenfe as in thefe two places : which, 1 
conceive, has been (hewn partly falfe, partly 
uncertain. Mn R. indeed, doth not exprefsly 
fay, that the notion is to be thus extended* 
He rather leaves it to be coUefted from what 
he fays, than affirms it diredly : and he re- 
fers 
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fers U6| &r full fittis^ion^ to one, who ihfiftst 
ftrongly upon it j and who tells usj that ^r 
rjtb fignifys ** as an agent the purifier^ as an 
^* adion purificatioUy as a patient, that which 
•« is piirtfiedj as a type f A^ reprefentation of 

V the agent and manner^ ^ a defcription rAe 
f« Terms:' (Trin. of the Gent. p. 369.) An4' 
who tranflates all the texts he produces, where 
Beritb is found, in one or other of thefe fenfes, 
pr at leaft ekes the word without tranflation 
in fupport of one or other of them. 

The point in hand is, ho^ Beritb conies 
to denote a perfon^ parifier ? Mr. Ws ac- 
pount of it is this, viz* 

?' Th b word is uftd in a real, and ap- 
f« plied in a fplritual fcnfe. Jeremtab ii. 22^ 
?? Tbougb tbou wajb tbee witb nitre^ ^ni 
f« take tbee mucb rra/o^, &c. The idea- 
^f hpre js ^p, the means of wafting out pol- . 
^^ lutions or uncleannefe, fo making the per- 
" fon? pure aind clean ; in a fpiritual fenfe 

V fomething, that can waih out the pollutions 
** of the foul, make it pure and clean. So 
f« Mai. iii. 2. Jf%r ^^ is tike the refiner's fre^ 
«< and like Fuller's m% Btxiih Joap, &c. The 

. " idea is the fame here, but applied to an 
^« if gent ^ aperfin^ who was to make perfons 

M «• and 
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♦* and things pure and clear ; fo a refiner, ^ 
*? purifier, who, m a fpiritual fenfe, was tQ 
M refine and to make the fouls of men' pure, 
♦? clean, &c.'* (Trin. of the Gentiles^ p. 362, 

But there is an obvious query to be put 
here, viz. whether the noun tffH^^re (with 
\Yhich alfo Obriji is compared in this latter 
tejft) when it ftands fingle, when no mention 
is n^ade of a refiner, or when it is otherwife 
apcompanied in another context, may be un-r 
derftood of a perfm^ either of a refiner in ge- 
neral, or of. Cbriji the r^»^r of fouls, in par- 
ticular ? Whether it muft always convey the 
Idea of refining^ metals or fpirits, in whatever 
place it occurs? Qr laftly, whether we may 
fay of this noun, tWK, what Mr. IL fays of 
/^nS (mutatis mutandis) that it fignifies as an 
agent the refiner ; as an adion, refining^ or re^ 
finement 5 as a patient, the thing or perfon r^- 
Jimd\ as ^ type, the reprefentation of the 
agent and manneri as a defcription, thetertks^ 
pn which perfons are refined^ freed from mix- 
tures and alloys, &c. ? 

Yet what is there to forbid any of thefe 
indudliops from the ufe of the word b^j{ in 
this te^^t, which does not equally forbi^ the 
^? in regard tpp»^? 

On 
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On the other hand, if nn3, by virtue of 
Its reference to the great purifier in this text, 
denotes more efpecially CAr//?, and his Religion 
throughout the Old T'eliament^ ^^ miift do 
to too, for a reafon equally cogent, viz. for the 
fame reafon. (Indeed for a ftrongef, becaiife 
iPK is certainly the fanie vsrord from thcf fame 
root every where, and /in3 may be, and moft 
probably is from one root in thefe two texts, 
and from a different root in all others.) And 
there will be the fame obligation upon us to 
alter our tranflation throughout, for the fake 
ot reftoring the loft or long negleSed mean- 
ing of J5;k in the Hebrew Scriptures, as there is 
for our doing fo in regard to rv'^':^. For one 
of thefe words is as important to be under- 
flood and rightly tranflated as the othen 

iBuT the truth is, that altho* fre in this 
text o{ Mai, is as fully applied to an agent, a 
perfon, as Joap is . by Mr. H.'s account ; yet 
neither ^r^ nor foap are otherwife applied here 
to the great refiner and purifier of fouls, than 
by Way of comparifon and fimilitude; juft as 
toriander feed is applied to manna : Exod. xvi. 
gr. As a flower is applied to a man that is 
born of a woman: Job. xiv. z. As milk, or as 
cbeefe^ arc applied to theperfon of Job, ib. x.lo. 
Ma Or 



Or as the oltve-tree is applied to the perJoH if 
David: Pfalm Im 8. with many fuch in* 
Hances of occafiboal comparilbns made by th^ 
prefix 3. But it doth not follow, bccaufe mail 
Cometh forth f ^Vb like a fivmr^ and flceth 
TSfD likt ajhadoHtt^ that 'therefore either '^ or 
7Jf, in other places^ may denote a man j tho' 
thefe are comparifons, that will ever hold 
good : Or, that milk or fA^^ thould always 
convey the Idea of ^o*, altho* it be faid of 
Urn only^ that he was poured out 3bn:3, and 
curdled njiii. 

The very next verfe in Mai, would have 
been, in my apprehenfion, more to the 
purpofe, had we wanted a word in the Old 
^eftament to denote the gteat purifier of men, 
or to exprefs his a&s (^purification. For there 
we find hiniy not compared with the fire of 
the refiner ^ but fpoke of as a refiner himfelf i 
not likened to \htJoap of fullers, but ftyled 
d purifier himfelf. Mai. iii. 3. He (hall iJt 
t)t!fO refimngy or a refiner, *irto01 and a pu- 
rifier of filver. Iilai and be Jhall purge at pu- 
rify the fons of Levi. Where it is remarkable^ 
that no word fi-om 13 or tl3 is ufed either 
for Him the purifier, or bis aSl ofpurifyingi 
but another word, which therefore feems more 

.. likely' 
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likely to have bepa qfed in other places foi^ 
denotmg him in his charader oi purifier than 
hni is : efpcclaliy as nPtt!) has no other fcnfe 
or fignifkation whatfoever, hut that of clean^ 
jkg ov purifyingy in which it is tifed always^ 
and in all manner of ways. Of this word it 
may be ftrl£tly and tmly faid, that it alwfiyt , 
imveys the Idea af Purij$(4fim, which is 
more than can be faid of the noun fVXi* 

Mr.R. I prefume, knows thie reafons^why 
Mr. ij/s rules of interpretation hold better ia 
fome words than in others ; ^nd why they ar^ 
applied to fome^ and not to others : Reafons^ 
^hich the ordiqary reader may not be awar< 
of, and whicjh confequ^ntly may eafily e(^ 
c^pe me» ^ut in the mean time, till it is 
made out a little more clearly^ how tlie fuU 
ler*s nni) comfs todeferve all thsfe marks of 
4iftindtion, ai?d prefereiy:? to other words^ 
whoie authority and ufo in the faofed vck 
lumes feem. to demand equgl regard and at^ 
tention to them j till this, I iay, is done, it is 
hoped the learned Editor will indulge- me, tff . 
a querijt^ in propofing thofe difficulties, with 
which his account of JS^riVA or Boritb appears, 
upon the firft view of it, to be embarraflcd. 
And he (hould be the lefs furprized at my tak#- 

4 ^g 
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ing this liberty, fince I have been profcflediy 
enquiring into, and fifting* the Scriptiird 
meaning of the wdrd : and efpecially as 1 
have but barely hinted (once in the Dijfertd^ 
tsMy and once again in tht Appendix) at the 
impropriety of making jria a perfonal chara^ 
Ber by virtue of an occafionaljimik : A pointy 
which I then thought fcarce Worthy of many 
words ; but fince I find a gentleman fo well 
verfed in the Hebrew LariguagCj as the Edi- 
tw fltid Imprtyoer of Cdlafii's Concordandi 
muft be fuppofed to be, has interpofed his au- 
thority ag^inft me, I am concerned to guard 
' my Difilertation, as well as I can, againfl the 
tSt&& of fuch a ilroke, and in that part of it 
more efpecially, which lies, by a ncgled: of 
my own, moft open and unprovided. 

This is my Apology for thi? Poflfcripi. 
And had Ibeen fo fortunate as to have feen 
Mr. RJs account of the matter earlier, it 
(hottld have been more fully, and more accu^^ 
rately difcuflcd' in the body of the foregoing 
difcourfe. 

F I N I S. 
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b E F E N C E 

6 F T H E 

T^o Dissertations concerning 
the Etymology, and Scripture-Meaning 
of the Words Elohim and Beh'tb. 

I AM to thank four Qentlemeh, viz. 
Mr Profeffor Moab^ and three of my 
Rev^ Brethren, Mr Bate, Mr Hoi- 
loway, and Mr Moody ; whtf have taken no 
fmall pains to {hew me what they efteem 
my errors, and to point out the minuteft 
defedls in my late DiiTertations upon Elobim 
and Berith. I do not indeed fo certainly 
know how far I am to look upon myfelf as 
immediately concerned in a Difcourfe on 
the former Word under the title of the 
Chrijlian Platiy &c. becaufe neither my 
name nor my Differtations are therein ex- 
prefsly mentioned. But whereas in fome 
Paflages of that treatife the Reiy^ and learned 
Author feems to have *me in his Eye, and 
to point to my late pieces, as particularly 
in p. 26, 83, 86. 1 judge it is no blame- 
able prcfumption iii^ me to fuppofe, that, 

B befidcs 
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bcfidcs the other great ends he propofed to 
himfelf in publiftiing that Difcourfe, he 
might alfo have my correftion and inftruc-* 
tion in his view ; and therefore I hope 
I fhall not be thought too forvsrard, if I 
endeavour to fet myfelf right in his opi- 
nion, by juftifying my meaning in thofc 
Paflages at which he fcems difpleafed. 

I WAS for fome time determined to make 
no reply at all to the three firft pieces, that 
came out within the year after the Dif- 
fertations were publifhed, conceiving that, 
except the fingle inftance of Amahofh urged 
by Mr HoHoway^ there was nothing fo 
material in the objections offered as to re- 
quire a formal Defence, or a further illu- 
ftration of what I had wrote. For I im?L- 
gined it might be fafely trufted to the Rea- 
der of my Difcourfes, and of thofe Ani- 
madverfions upon them, to decide the 
Queftion in debate, upon the evidence al- 
ready brought on both fides ; and that he 
would e^fily feparate from the merits of 
the difpute whatever feemed foreign to the 
Argument, and related only to my felf, 
and. my mariner of handling the points I 
was concerned in. 

It 
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It happened alfo, in a very fliort time 
afrer, that Mr Kalmar^ a learned Foreigner, 
undertook of his own accord, and pub- 
lifhcd, without cdnfulting me, a Defence 
of my Difcourfes againft each of the three 
abovementioned //^^^i. Which made my 
replication ftill feem to me the lefs necef- 
fary. 

jBuT fince other reafons have at length 
induced me to change my refolution, I 
hold myfelf bound to make my acknow- 
ledgments in this place to the faid Mr Kal- 
mar for his well-intended fervice to me 5 
and for which I am the more obliged to 
him, becaufe it came fo freely from him, 
and without any expectation of mine. 

As I have been giving the rcafon why I 
have fo long deferred to reply, it may be 
expedled that I fhould now give thofe 
other reafons that put me upon altering 
my purpofe. They were principally the 
two following : 

li The publication of two books more 
the laft year (viz. 1752.) by way of fur- 
ther rebuke for what I had ventured to 
print againft Mr H— 's Etymologies, alarm- 
ing me with fuch very folemn and im- 
portant Titles, as made it feem ahnoft ne- 

B 2 ceflary 



ceffary for mc to explain and vindicate tny 
part in the difpute. The One was intitled, 

THE EVIDENCE/^r CHRI- 
STIANITY contained in the Hebrew 
words A^eim and Berit Jlated and defended^ 
againjl the repeated Rabbinical Attempts to 
invalidate and dejiroy it^ being an Anfwer to 
Dr SharpV two Dijertations^ &c. As if the 
proofs for Chrijiianity had been either in- 
duftrioufly impugned, or undefignedly im- 
paired by me. 

The other was a Difcourfe, which, tho* 
the Arguments in it are not exprefsly level- 
led againft me, it is fomethirig more than 
probable, as I obferved above, was occafion- 
ed by my firft Diflertation, It was intitled, 
THE CHRISTIAN PLAN exhibited 
in the Interpretation ^ELOHIM. As if 
Religion Itfelf had been hurt in what I had 
faid on that word, by my concealing, or ne- 
gledling to unfold, the Myftery of human 
Redemption couched under it. 

2. My other motive, to fay fomething 
at length in my own defence, was this; 
that whereas I had been at my leifure 
hours (which yet are not many, from the 
variety of bufinefs and ftudies that I am 
unavoidably engaged in) purfuing my en- 
quiries 
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quiries into fome other capital words in 
Mr /Ts Scheme, which he and his fol- 
lowers have interpreted in a peculiar man- 
ner ; I could not think myfelf altogether 
at liberty to publifli any thing I might pre- 
pare on thofe other words, till I*had taken 
fome proper notice of what had heen pub- 
lickly, and by fo many different hands ob- 
jeftedto my firft Eflays of this: kind. And 
eipecially as none had appeari^ in my de- 
fence fave a Stranger, who wrote under 
difadvantages, from his not l^^ving. a more 
perfeft knowledge of our language, and 
whofe Pieces probably (thb' He makes 
many good obfervations) niy- Opponents 
will affed: to difregard as^Jan infufficient 

Reply- . .Iv 

But before I fpeak to any of their Ob- 
jeftions that relate immediately to myfelf, I 
muft previoufly do juftice to others, who 
upon erroneous furmifes have fallen under 
their cenfures, as being the Authors of part 
of what was publiflbed in my Name. 

And I fhould in the firft place fct Mr 
Bate right in a point which no body can 
fpeak to but myfelf. He is pleafed, upon 
conjedure, to charge the Appendix 4s the 
produd: of one^ againft whom he had wrote 
\ >. B 3 . him- 
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himfclfy vk. Tie Author of the Madejl Apo^ 
logy J p, 154. I am not indeed able to tell 
him who the Juthr ef the Apology was.; 
but whofocver he were, thtt I niay not 
• leave him under Mr Bate^ high difplea- 
.fure, of which he is wholly undeferving, 
I take this opportunity of affuring Mr Bate^ 
that the Appendix to the X>iff€rtations was 
not from the hand of that unknown inge- 
nious Gentleman. And left this Anfwer 
{hould not be explicit enough to prevent his 
laying it upon fome other perfon, I muft 
further aflure him, that / alone am to bear 
the whole blame of tbefaid Appendix^ if it 
be blameable, as it is purely my own both 
in dcfign and execution. 

He afcribes the Addenda likewife to the 
fame perfon ; for he thinks (Script, mean- 
ing of AkitHy 166 and 169.) they are 
" wrote with a quite different Spirit from 
" mine, and fo much in the ftile and man- 
" nerof the Modeji Apology ^ that one can- 
** not miftake the Author." 

But as I would neither have him nor 
Mr Rmaine fufpe<3: any perfon to be con- 
cerned in thefe Jf4dS?W<^, -who is really not 
ft>, I muft make the fame profeflion s^s; 
'afeove,T^that I alotie am anfwerable to Mr 

Romaim 



Romaine for what is there laid, as being the 
fole Author of that Stricture on his nott 
upon Baal-beritb ; which I drew up of my- 
felf, without being put upon it by any per- 
fon whatfoever. If the fpirit which Mr 
Safe fancies he fees in it be an unbecom- 
ing fpirit, and it fhould appear to me to be 
generally thought fo, it would give me 
more uneafinefs than it can be fuppofed to 
give Mr Romaine. 

Mr Bate further fufpeds that the notes 
were added to the Dijfertations by another 
hand, (p. 137.) dio* be does not pretend to 
guejs by whom they were added, fave that 
he is apt to look upon that in p. 55. " as 
" coming from the Apologifi himfelf, be- 
'^ caufe it is of a piece with that perform- 
" ance, and as it moft ciertainly came from 
" one who did not know what he was 
" talking about, he therefore believes he 
" has afcribed it to its right Author/' 

Now in all this he is again miftaken ; 
for the Notes are my own like wife j if 1 
may be allowed to include in that expref- 
on, . a few fliort Obfervatipns from the 
Arabic interfperfed among them,. . the fub- 
ilance of which, as I apprifed the Reader 

B 4 in 
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in my Trefact^ I was obliged tp another 
pcrfon for. 

And the fame \ may fay of all my re- 
ferences to, and quotations from, other Au- 
thors, excepting a paffage or two from G^f^ 
JetitiSy and JJb. Scbulteus his MS. Lexicoriy 
and one from the Roman Edition of Marias 
de Calafio's Concordance ; for as thefp books 
were not in my own ppflpffipn, I was un- 
der a neceflity of making ufe of tranfcripts 
from them, taken by other hands. But 
that Note in particular in p. 5^;. which is 
fufpedted to be tjie Apologijl's^ I am bound 
to take altogether to myfelf And if any 
tiling is wrong in it, I alone am refponfible 
for it. 

All thefe furmifes, I prefume, ^ are 
grounded on my own confeifion, which 
was not difingenuous, viz. that I had fub- 
mitted what I wrote to the perufal and cor- 
redtion of Perfons of more Learning and 
Judgment than I pret?nd to. I fhall always 
ufe the fame caiition. And, I believe, it 
would have been of no diflervice to any oif 
my Opponents to have done the like. 

I SHOULD alfo undeceive Mr Moody y 
tho' his fufpicions are of a more generous 
nature than the former. He is almofl 

tempted 
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teippted think, from a fmilituJ^ tf ftil^ 
fin4 reiifoning between the Modeji Apology and 
the DtjfertatiQnsy that I am die Author of 
the Modeji Apology ^ tho' the Rev* Mr 
Langfordj he. fays, is repart^ed to be p. 

F Mr Longford I can % nothing. He 
is an utter ftranger to me. Nor do I know 
whether he was the Authpr^ as reported^ 
of that pamphlet^ or not. But I muft pro- 
fcfs I had no hand in it, nor concern widi it 
Which may ferve for an anfwer to what 
this Gentleman fuggefts in p. 148V where 
he fpeaks of the Modeft Apologift as my 
" Friendj if indeed the Modeji Apologift i)C 
** any other than Dr Sharp himfelf." 

1 have, I muft confefs, occafionally vin- 
dicated fome fome pailages in ih&,Alpohgy^ 
not becaufe the Author was a friend of 
mine^ but for the fake of the good fenfe and 
good argument that I find in many parts 
of that treatife, tho' I do not undertaio; to 
fmfwer for eyery paffage therein. 

Mr Moody indeed has another fufpicion 
of a lefs generous nature, and which has 
more of the Caft of Mr Bate\^ viz. that 
my Differtations tme their prefers drefs and 
poUJhto my friends. Pref p.y. 

Weee 
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Were this defigncd zs my cdmpliment 
to my friends, I Ihould not be foHicitous to 
deny them the credk of toy thing that Teems 
commendable in my manner of writing'. 
But as this drefs and polijh is afterrrards ex* 
plained by a variety of lcf$ favourable ex- 

prcfSons, fuch as yefuitical drefs * *^ play^ 

ing the juggler ^ ■■ l abyrinth of arts and 
^iUs * ■ U tile hwfhuffHng e^ajions ^ — -— ^ 
fly in/muatims ^ ^-^-^^want if ingenuity and 
candour ^— — 8cc. My Friends^ I ftiuft beg 
leave to tell him, are out of the qucftiom 
And I believe he will, upon recplleftion, 
make no great difficulty of afcribing thele 
characters wholly to myfelf, who am, in his 
judgment, an equivocal writer « —^^-^having 

a pre dominant fpirit of oppojitioh ^ with 

zeal enftamed * -and labouring againji the 

Jlreamoffelf-comndtipn^. 

"' 'IThese and fuch-like flovirersof Con- 
troversy have been'fo Jtong toffed backwards 
and forwards attiong difputatits, that ,with 
mod readers they have loft their jfta^rancy. 
•AiJid'Whatever.majt really be intended in 
fuch kind of cbiii^irhcnts by the perfohs 

« p. 175. * ¥J^i6i. « P. *c8i ^ pj«f p. J. 

e ?. 170, f Paffim. 5 P, 181. h P. 127. i P. 141. 

that 
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that beftow thcm» yet they are feldom In-' 
terpretol rigoroufly, or to the full extent of 
that civility of which they oury the ap- 
pearance; and therefore are v^rylittbto 
be minded. ' [^ 

They who read Books , with any judgw 
ment, may 'fafdy be left to their own fci>- 
tencc and determination upon the Author^ 
mode of writing', as well as upon his jirgt^ 
ment. And it is upon the judgment offucb 
that both Mr MM;fy and I muft abide in 
refped of our mamierSi as well as our mat^ 
ters. 

And laftly» I muft not omit to obviate 
another iiiggeflion of Mr JhTop^'s, to which 
I alone can. properly fp^ak, viz. about /is^f 
being aanmtfiaiied H give t&e Sentimefas tf 
our Superiors in the Church concerning Mr 
Hutcbinjhn's interpretations of Scripture. 

I never was, nor ever expeft to be ho^ 
noured with fuch a conmuiSon. And I 
cannot pretend to claim their Imprimatur to 
what I publiibed on this folged* 

rBE Editors indeed of Mr ITs Works, 
had pleadoi in their Pre&ce the pernaffin^e 
Law of all the Bifi^i tf mr Cburcbto^x- 
pound the two words in difpute, in the 
manner Mr H. had done. 1 objeded 

againft 
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againft fuch an inference being drawn 
mettlyfrom their Silence ^ but I never did, 
nor do.prcfumeto.fiiy what their Sentiments 
were .or are. in this matter/ And had 
Mr Moody really been perfuadod that I 
fpoke their Sentiments, and was alfo com- 
mijioned fo to ^^hefhould have paid a 
little more regard, I think, to their Judg- 
ment and Chara£&r; and have oppofed 
himfelf, tho' not with lefs ardor and zeal 
for. what he took to be the truth, jret with 
4fefs. indulgence /of his own florid vein fiar 
controverfial compliments. 

But the truth is, I *delivered nothing 
•more than^ my own private opinion of the 
fubjttits in debate, to which I annexed my 
reafons, and did both in the beft manner I 
could, being induced thereto by thofc only 
Mcrtives that I mentioned m my Dedication* 
and Preface. 

: If jny Diflertations appear to my Supe^ . 
<riors, and to my Readers in general, to be 
faulty, I am forry for it, andmfuft ftand 
cbrreded for my temdrity in I piiblifhing 
them. But if they only difplcafe a fem^ 
who are in anodier fentiment, T am forry 
for that too, but 4o not know that I have 
.'. ,'/;'.; L .-■ .11.. given 



given thtra Any rcafon to be angry with 
me. 

I w iSH thh Gentleman^ and all who are 
embarked in the fame Caufe, fuccefs in 
their Studies : And I (hall be fo far from 
toking offence at any thing they (hail be 
able to make out, tho' it be in fupport of 
Mr JTsrDifcoveries, by good reafoning or 
upon any other good authority, that I fhall 
ihare in the iatisfadion they will thereby 
give to all enquirers after Truth. But I 
conceive the quickeft as well as the fureft 
way to prevsdl in hi& Defence, next to 
good Argument, is to keep their temper as 
much as poflible ; and not to interrupt a 
fair examination with expreffions of refent- 
ment againfl: thofe who take the liberty, of 
arguing with them. 

I thought I had aiSed nq illiberal part 
at the firft fetting out, in totally waving the 
difpute about the Points ; and might rea- 
fonably have expedked fuch a conceflion 
(hould have fome weight in my favour, as 
not being difpofcd to litigate every thing 
that would bear a conteft. But Mr Bafe^ 
p. I J. feems rather to refent this propofal 
than to accept' it; unlefs I will entirely. re- 
nounce all authority znd benefit of punc* 

tuatiom 
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tuation.— -*^ All or none. We cin tn^kci 
" no cotnpofition here. We have a right 
" to exclude both Rabbin and Mahometan 
** out of the Difpute, till they are cleared 
" of die difqualifications propounded/' 

I HAD alfo, purfuant to this conceffion; 
endeavoured to fupport a diftin£tion be« 
tween certain verbs, &c. by their- radical 
letter^ alotie, independently on the points ; 
mentioning at the fame time my obligation 
from agreement to give up the point Map^ 
pic. Vide Dijjert. p. 8, 9. 

Ykt Mr Jbi^ is pleafed to fay, that 
I am ^^ fi great an Adfoocate for the points, 
•* as even to contend for a MappicJ' p. 1 6. 

A N D he recommends to me " the Icarn- 
** ing of the Language by obfcrvation and 
" comparifon, vvrithout paying an implicit 
^' regard to the points, that I may not be 
" liable to be mifguided by Rabbinical po- 
" fitions concerning the point Mappic in 
" the final letter of the word n^K." p. 1 1. 

Even Mr Holloway aflfedts a ftile which 
I had carefully avoided, and talks of the 
mappicked n, and of my unmappicked roots. 

P- ^3- 

• Mr Moo(fy fays, that " tho' I pretend 

•* to wave the points, yet is my obferva- 

" tion 
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*^ tion boik on* dicm, and it is their Au- 
" thority which gives what weight there 
" is to my Argument." p. ii. 

And the Author of the Chrijiian Plan 

xxioSt probably had me in his eye, when 

he declared againft minute difquijitions about 

fpecks and dots and Rabbinical inventions, 

&c. 

I mention thefe paflages here only to 
ihew in how candid a manner they have 
chofen to receive my Argument for the 
immutable n> after I had endeavoured to 
accommodate it to their tafte by difclaiming 
any advantage to it from what I forefaw 
would give them offence. For it will appear 
prefently, when I fhall come to revife and 
reinforce this Argument, that, in my way 
of handling it, the Mappic has no manner 
of concern in it; and that confequently they 
had no fort of reafon for thefe complaints. 

I thought likewife that I had exprefled 
myfelf cautioully enough in the little that 
I laid upon the Arabic Language in pages 

3> ^S» 39> 73' 75- O^^ pafTage in a 
note, p. 15. excepted, where I prefumed, 
upon I know not what grounds, that Mr 
jK did not underftand Arabic. Mr Batey 
who muft know the truth of that mattery 

informs 
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informs me of my miftake. t thcteforc 
acknowledge it, and retradt my fuggcition. 
This expreffion, I fay, excepted, the reft, 
I think, amounted to no more, I am fure 
were intended to mean no more, than that 
there was great appearance of probability 
diat fome genuine Hebrew roots, that do not 
appear in the Hebrew Scriptures, may yet 
be retained in the Arabic^ or in any other 
kindred tongue. Nor do I fee that this 
is denied by any but Mr Bate^ who fays 
there is no kindred tongue to the HebreiVy 
p. 88. Notwithftanciing the proofs there 
are that feveral of the nations round the 
JewSy VIZ* the Phaeniciansy Syrians^ Chal- 
dceans^ fpoke languages which had a confi- 
derable affinity with the Hebrew. 

Mr Moody owns that the prefent Arabic 
includes the Samaritan^ Syrian^ CkakLean 
or AJfyriany Pbceniciany Mthiopidn^ Punicy 
and many others^ p. 98. He declines indeed 
putting Hebrew into the catalogue ^ but I 
believe he will not venture exprcfsly to 
exclude it, after the conceffion he has 
made.^ 

Mr HoUoway fays, that " it is made 
« out of feveral other Eaftem Dialedls and 
" Tongues 5 that Pojiell in particular af- 
firms 
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'/ firms it to be a corruption of the £&* 

." brew and Chaldee j which," he adds, " is 

" more than probabky at leaft in refpedt of 

" the Dialed: now called Chaldee ^ ip. zz* 

Nay, 'tis obfervable that Mr, Jfo/iwewy hirn- 

*felf makes no fcruple to fearch the Chaldee 

for fome roots which occur not in the He- 

brew Scriptures, and to reftore them, when 

he thinks he has found them, to their 

rightful owner the original Hebrew *. 

Now therefore feeing the Arabic in- 
cludes the Chaldean Dialedt among many 
othersi as Mr Moody acknowledges, and 
is more than frobably a corruption of that 
DiakiSt, according to Mr Holloway^ who 
hath alfo difcovcred ^ fome Hebrew roots 
latent in that Dialedt, which are not elfe- 
where to be found ; why may not fome 
other roots originally Hebrew be tranfmitted ' 
thro' the Chaldee into the Arabic^ tho' they 
neither occur in the prefent Hebrew ^ nor in 
the prefent Chaldee ? And confequently, 
where is the improbability, upon their 
own principles, that in this Medley or 

• OOa Uj^Mrkli or'/htne out. Which indeed occurs not in 
^hiHihriw bat the Chaldti. Neverthelefs it is plainly of Hr* 
briw original, and from it are derived thofe other Hibnw 
rooo ^^^ and ntDD» &c. Originals, Vol 11. p. 142. 

C Hodge^ 
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Hodgepodge of Languages (or by whatever 
other contemptible name it be called) fome 
roots, genuine HebreWj tho' not extant in 
the tongue as we now have it, may be met 
with ? Yet it feems the very fuggeftion, by 
tne^ thatfuch a thing \% probable^ and that* 
an n^{* with an immutable n, faid to be 
found in that language, may be the original 
Hebrew root from whence Elobim came^ 
and that this derivation is very fpeciousy has 
raifed a ftbrm upon the Differtations. 

ONE * fpeafcs of the DoSlors Alcoranijh 
derivation of Akinty and of tvbat he infi^ 
nuates of the excellency y ufe^ and antiquity of 
the Mahomedan langtiage'^.^^^OiwYiicYi the 
DoStor is fo Jlrenuous an Advocate ". — And 
of Mahomed being of eminent fervice to the 
Doctor "".^^ 

ANOTHER P enters his Caveat againft 
the leajijirefs that can be laid upon the TCaU 
mudy and his Brother the Alcoran ^--^ And 
fpeaks of Attempts to lofe the Scriptures in 
the confujion of Arabic y enough to give^i 
Man offenfe a furfeity and to fill the mind 
of a Chriftian "with horror ^ — 



J Mr Moodj, n p. 89. n P. 90. « F. \t%. 

P MtRat^ <l p. 13. ' p. 89. 

A third 
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A third fcts forth in his Titk'-page the 
aifolufe unjkncfs of the ArtAic Tongue to give 
a roof to the Divine Name Elohim ^,^a— And, 
'Ooitb a mixture of pity and indignation^ he 
hears this language (the Jink of Paganifm^ 
yudaifmy and all Herejies blended together in 
Mahometafiifm) made at every turn Sifier 
fo the HebreWy yea often its Mother j and 
preferred Before it *.-^ 

O^t would imagine frohi thefe remon- 
Usances, that I had laid my main flrefs 
upon xicii^jlrabfc derivation. Whereas thefe 
Gentlemen could not but fee that my ar- 
gumentsr ftand ii^n another bottom, tod- 
hold good againft Mr ITs derivation, in- 
dependently of all that is occafionally re- . 
marked either in the Xit^ or notes from the 
jiraBic Tongue : And yet it is obfervable> 
that had I really laid a great weight on 
thofe remarks, there is nothing as yet 
faid by any of thefe learned opponents, ca- 
pable of removing it. For what they urge 
Concerning the f ecency of the prefent j^a^ 
bic, VIZ. that it was no language till after 
Chrifi\ diat the Hebrew is old enough to ex-- 
dude // ^^^That the Arabic might come from 

^ Mr AoJlowa/s Rem. « I> p. 33. . » »4r Bati, p. gp. 

C 2 the 
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the Hebrew y but the Hebrew could not comi 
from the Arabic. — That there was no fucb 
language in being when Mofes wrote *.— 
Hebrew words in ufe 2000 yearSy before this 
DialeSi is known to have a being y. — ^And if 
Elobim '-^be derived from the Arabic y tbi 
Arabian tongue mujl have been a language 

before the Creationy txc. ^AU this fort 

of argument feems to mc wide of the 
queftion, which is not about the antiquity 
or the pcrfe6tion of the Arabic language 5 
but whether there may not be feveral 
words originally and properly Hebrew 
mixed with it, as well as ChaldeCy SyriaCy 
&c. juft as in the prefent Italiany Spanijhy 
and Frencby there is a mixture of many 
, words originally and properly X^J//« ? 

I KNOW not how far they who are 
{killed in the Arabic may be able to make 
this out y but I conceive the point turns 
upon this §lueJlion onfyy and will never be 
brought to an iflue by general declamations 
upon the novelty and uncertainty of that 
language. 

Bu T an expreffion, it feems, has efcaped 
me concerning the antiquity of HebreWy 

« Mr M§oify, p. 912. f Mr Hollffwa/s Rem. p. 33. 
t 7be Cbriftian PJan, p. 14. 

far 



izv lefs pardonable xhzn what I fuggeftcd 
about the Arabic. I have even furprized 
Mr Holloway by prefuming to fay there had 
been difputes, and thofe plaufibly main- 
tained, about the primasvity and prehemt- 
jience of the Hebrew tongue. 

He is pleafed to quote me thus, p. 15. 
■ " That thefe matters are really diA 
** putable, appears from the difputes that 
^^ have arifen about them, and are main- 
" tained with arguments fo platf/ibk on all 
** fides, &c,"— Then he adds. 

One would think I had fpoken nothing 
lefs than High-Treafon. 

But why would Mr Holloway be fo 
unkind as to flop here juft in the middle 
of a fentcnce, to addrefs me with AxfiiAj, 
&c. before the «7rof was fs^irly out of my 
mouth, or the whole meaning of it deli- 
vered ? ^^ &o pkufible'' I faid, " on all 

" fides, as mayjlagger d very confiderate per^ 
^^ fon in his judgment about them/*- 
Which latter part of the fentence cor- 
redts what feems fo ofFenfive to him in the 
former : and which, if he had allowed it 
its place in his quotation, would have dif- 
abled hjm from drawing thofe inferences 
C 1 that 



that he does, about every thing Aeifig difr 
putaUe^ and no truth certain^ becmfe fome 
hroe^ and others may difpute every pot fit in 
4be World. For by my linjitation of .the 
pkufifaility to the difputes I was fpeaking 
of, it is evident, I think, that the TrfObs ^ 
God^ and all other commqnly acknow-* 
ledged truths, are entirely cHit of xhe- 
quisftion: Unlefs Mr Holh^ay will fay, 
whiph I am fure he will not, th^ theie 
arc alfo liablp to be difputed with fuch ar- 
guments, as may fiagger wry confiderat^ 
ferfw in bis judgment about them. ^ ,\ I was 
fpeaking of a point of another nature ; afaft, 
a real queflion about which the Learned 
are not as yet agreed, as they are about 
ftveral other points. - Nor was it from a 
vague way (f talking^ or an ambiguous vein 
I had got intOy as he apprehends, but in 
fobriety and with deliberation, that I fpoke 
of the particdiar doubt then binder ^onjS- 
deration. J have converfed and corref- 
pondedwith fome greatly fkiUed in the 
Hebrew tongue, and holding the Scrip- 
tures in th? highdl: veneration, who yet 
fiave been, I do not fky doubtfufy but clear 
in their 4fpinion againft the Hebrew (in 
V/hidk the Scripturc$ were writ) being A? 

Ian- 
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language of Paradife^ or even ^e natiyo 
language of jibrabatny 6cc. I h^ve not 
hitherto declared any opinibn of my own* 
but lam fo far from being prejudiced againft 
thp commonly efpoufed notions about the 
antiquity of this language, or from being 
difinclined to take Mr Holloways fide d[ 
the queftion, when there fliall appear 
fufHcient evidence on his fide, that I {hall 
be very glad to find that he can really do, 
what he takes upon hiijifelf, p. 15, viz. 
JheWy what he aflerts, to be to this day capa^ 
ble of demonftration. No body will be 
more thankful to him for this, than I 
fhall : but tillthis is dpne^ I can fee fo fuch 
-high crime in merely fuppofing it may be 
othermife than he takes it to be. Neither 
can I fee any room for building fo gteat a 
ilrudlijre on the fuppofed primsevity and 
original prerogatives of the Hsbrew lan- 
guage, as Mr Hutcbinfon and others after 
him have done. For, to repeat my own 
words in p. 73. which follow immediately 
9&SX the paffagc half quoted by this kamed 

eppment, viz. ^* Till they (/. e. the 

" points in difpute about the Hebrew pri- 

*' maevity) can be determined with greater 

" precifion, and to more fatisfaftion than 

C 4 !* they 



'^ they arc at prcfent," (and I may here 
add, nothing has been yet faid by any of 
my opponents on this article, that helps 
at all towards clearing it up : See Mr Bate^ 
p, 88. Mr Holltnoayj p. 14, 15, 16. Mr 
Moodyy p. 92.) " It will be wife and dif- 
" creet not to build ftrongonany of them, 
" as on a certain and unconteftible foun- 
^* dation, nor urge them with any warmth 
« or ftifFnefs." 

The laft inftance that I fhall gbe of 
itay opponents vifible difpofition to quarrel 
with .innocent expreffions, is the ufe they 
have made of an unpleafing, yet not un- 
profitable truth, of which I reminded my 
readers in p. 72. viz. " That if we can- 
" not with any certainty make out the de- 
" rifation oiElohim^ we mufi be content with 
** our ignorance^ as we muft in many other 
<* points concerning the Hebrew language, 
*' which are neither determined in Scrip- 
** ture, nor by any fufficient and undoubted 
^' authority." 

Upon this they have agreed to fet their 
N. B. and to illuiftrate it with their com- 
ments, and to urge it upon me % as if it 

• Mr Holltnvay^ p. 4 and $. Mr Jboab, p. 5 a|i4 6- 
Mr Jtf/^, p, 10 ana S6. 

' *' ' were 
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were my peculiar charader or motto ^ j 4 
to be content with ignorance : An expreffion, 
which, when it' is limited to fuch things 
mly as we cannot make out or attain the 
^owledge of, for fo I ufed it, has, I 
think, no impropriety in it, and conveys 
no ill fentiment ; tho', if taken at large, as 
my opponents ufe it, and retort it, it im-^ 
plies all thzt indijerenccy Ji^'nenefsy andin-^ 
attention to the terms or words of Tnab^ &c. 
which Mr HoUoway very juilly inveighs 
againii. 

It is, I conceive, in Science, as it is in 
Pradtice. As we muft bear with patience 
what we cannot belp^ fo we muft be con- 
tent with our ignorance of what we canmt 
underjiand. The maxim holds good even 
in thofe among us who are moft knowing, 
even in my opponents dxemfelves. And 
they who have the leaft ignorance to la- 
menlc, have the greateft reafon to be con- 
tent with it. 

But as for an avowed indolence, or a 
difinclination to improve in fuch knowledge 
as is attainable^ it fliould not be imputed 
to me^ by tbefe Gentlemen at leaft; for had 
I been of fuch a difpofi(ion, I had faved 
tbem^ and myfelftooy a good deal of trouble : 

But 
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Bat I Mrm not eoDtented, as they might 
cafiljr have /een> whh being ignorant of 
Mr Jfs fuppofed difcovcties, tho' fo few, 
as far as appears, have enquired after them^ 
pr ba?e thought them worth knowing, 
^ I went in feardi of that knowledge 
mhkii he and his followers have rjQpre*- 
£snted to be <xf the h^eft importance and 
looft extraordio^ ufe. This fliewed fomq 
of that curiofity that is incident to the de^ 
fire of Knowledge. Nor did I content 
myfelf with a fuperficial view, .but in- 
dulged tnyottciofityfo far as to ertter into 
ihe xnrrits t)f dbe f«d diicoveries in two 
capital ipointfi, which are the very ^ahy as 
it were, of Mr JFeT's whole fyftem. In con- 
f equence of which attempt, J have been able, 
it ieems, to fay fomcthtngfo pertinently, as 
to have excited .and cxer cifed lh^ pens of 
fo nuny and fo great adepts in the He- 
brews and Orientsd Learning, as my ex- 
aminers and opponents are. 

And that fomething of the iame inqui- 
fitive difpofition is yet ieft in me, may ap- 
pear, by what i am now going to fay to 
them, . in further pursuance of what I take 
to be die Truth, and in hopes of dearii^ 
it up a little moi;e to their fatisfaftion. 

SECT. 
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SECT- II- 



VARIOUS 2LK the Expedients that 
my opponents have tried to dif- 
cngage themfelves from the difficulties that 
the diftinftion between the mutable and 
the immutable n, brings upon the etymo- 
logy of Elobim. 

^ I HAP infknced in fiaH and nJD, two 
of the four perfefl: verbs witih the pi final, 
a(?cording to the Grammarians, as univer- 
fally acknowledged to retain their n in all 
inflexions and in all their derivatives ; for 
J did not know that this had been at any 
time denied : And the inilance of rOIl 
filmed of an others the moft proper, be- 
cause it is the vvy word to whofe form 
Mr JEf. had t^ftxrtd Elobim and Eloab. 
Now let us fee how they would evade the 
argument drawn Irpn^i the permanent n in 
^ woxd. 

I. Mr 
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I. Mr j0oab tells us, p. 9. *^ that aj^ 
" altitudoy in Ezek. xvi. 29.— xxxi. 39.-Tr 
" and xliii. 13. is inftead of nii, or is the 
^'^fame word^ only the n final in thefe in- 
" ftances is dropp'd." 

Mr BiUij p. 14-. puts in his " plea for 
*' feveral derivatives commonly affigned 
" to 33, in which no il is found, that they 
" may be reftored to their own family, thq 
"ftockofnni-" 

And Mr Mopdy fays, p. ly. that the 
Lexicographers make three roots for one and 
the fame idea or image ; putting under ni J 
all the inflexions that retain the n, and un- 
der the others fiich as drop it. 

That is to fay (for this, I think, is all 
that their feveral aflertions amount to) the 
DiSiionaries are wrongj and they thqn- 
fclvesarc right. • 

If you aik how thefe fuppofed deriva- 
tives from nii come to be fo mifplaced 
in the Lexicons^ Mr Bate tells you, p. 14. 
" merely, as far as he can apprehend, be- 
" caufe the authors of pundtuation would 
" have it fo." ■ And he is " almoft con- 
" fident, p. 15. that Dr Sharp is too fair 
" an adverfary to infift upon it, that thefe 
" derivatives abovementioned belong to a 
*< different root frqm niJ> merfely becaufe 

"the 
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" the Di^ionaries have placed them other- 
^'wife." 

. But indeed I fhould not account my- 
felf an unfair adverfary^ if I really fliould 
infift upon the concurrent authority of the 
Lexicons agdnft the conjectures of thefe 
Gentlemen. For thus Mr Bate himfclf ar- 
gues, p* 15. "Put the cafe, (fays he) 
^' that Marius and others had put the fe- 
" veral derivatives I appeal to, under niJ> 
•* inftead of ajl ; would not all the force 
" of the Dc£for's reafoning from the immu- 
•' table n have been entirely overthrown ? 
« &c." 

Now whatever efFed: this condudl in 
Marius and others would have had upon 
my reafoning, had they done what he 
fuppofes ; the fame effedt muil the difpo* 
fition of roots aBually made by them, have 
upon the reafoning of Mr Bate. For furely 
their authority is altogether as good a- 
gainft him, as it v(rould have been, in the 
cafe he hath put, againft me. 

But, in anfwer to all my three op- 
ponents, I defire it may be obferved, that 
my reafoning was not grounded on the 
Mappicy nor confequently on the mere will 
Kiithe authors of punctuation : Neither was 

it 



it grourtdtd upon the fiiffrage of the Z)iV- 
timaries in my favour^ nor confequentiy 
on the humour or caprice of the Lexko-^ 
grapbers in diipofing me roots 5 but it was 
fblely founded on anothtef bbiervadcAiv 
which 1 ^iitt perfuaded indoced the a»^ 
fBors" of tie points to mappic die root, aind 
the DiSHonary-'Writers to difpofo of did 
words ni, nj*, &c. in the manner they 
have* done, W2?.— The vifible prefert^atioil 
of n in pli'i (itnd a few other roots)- in all 
inflexions as a verb, and in both number^ 
as a noun, and along with the fuffixfes, 
—a prefervation of it in three circum- 
ftances, contrary to the commmon rule of 
verbs and nouns ending in H, of which 
there is a great number, and in* which tdie 
t\ is as conftantly obfcrved to be change- 
able into other feroiles. By which it ap- 
pears that the n in nai (and in thofe 
other few root& which are excepted from 
the common rule) retains the properties 
of 1 or 3, or any other of the unchangea* 
ble letters at the end of words^ 5 and this, 
I think, is what Mr U. himfelf iliuft mean 
when he faid, that the letters in nu dre 
radical and fo formed throughout^ Rem. 
p. 37. — —The confequence of which is; 

that 
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that no word in which n is wanting^ or 
in which n is found changeable, though it 
may have the two firft radicals of nill> can 
be deemed a derivative from niH^ or be 
regularly placed under it ; as in like man« 
ner no word can be accounted to come 
from Tpfi vifitavit^ in which the 1 is 
wanting; or from y^ti texuit, in which 
the :i is deficient This is a fa£t defervihg 
attention, and is the ipecial point to whidi 
my opponents ihould have replied di<- 
redly, by giving fome account how the 
inflexions of the verb nii can be recon- 
ciled with its being an anomalous verb, 
like other ^iefcents in the third radical n. 
—Why, for inflance, it fliould be KHai 
ixtulitfey Ezek. xxxi. 5. inflead of nrt3il 
—Or nni:!, Ezek. xxxi. 10. exaltajit te^ 
inftcad of noa.— Or iniJ altifunt^ Job 
XXXV. 5. inftead of 133.— Or in the fu- 
ture ina:ui, and may, nynajfi, Jer. xiii. 

15. £2^^.. xxxi. 14. and xvi. 50. inflead 
of 13:in, «y, nyain. So the participle 

maa for ♦Ui. And in Hipbihnn^Vn^ 

Exod. xvi. 24. like ♦mpSn, the perfeft verb, 
not wain like ^n^S^n, the anomalous verb. 

I n die participle it is rpa:iD exaltans^ 

Prov. xv^. 19. like y^Q'Q, not naip like 



rbyti.^-^^ti t\i6 future it is fl^i^iji, '^^a!ta^ 
njerisj Jer. xlix. it. like Tps/l, and liot 
naj/l, like n'?3n.-*-^Ahd when i^itferviie 
n is to be added, it is joined as in pcrfedl 

verbs nnajS^ rth^ny, 8tc. 

I fay, the manner in which this verb is 
formed .fhould have been accounted fof, 
inftead of drawing confequences from a 
fuppofiliott of its being anomalous. The 
producing a few nouns that have the firft 
and middle radicals j| and a, but have not 
the third rt, makes nothing againft the na- 
ture and properties of this verb, nor againft 
the atgument which is the tefult of this 
fol-mation. In cptffidering the nouns be- 
longing to die fame clufs^ we find PT33, 
nhnj, and the plurals ♦nni, ^tr\T\:i^, come 
rfegularjy. from this verb, and from no 

. Oth6r. This is accotding to the ctiftom and 
genius of the language. But the bringing 
in i:j, end Kni, and iii% as derivatives 
from the Jame root, is not only contrary to 
&I1 ttxt l^exicofiS^, as my opponents them- 

/felves 0Wh> but is, as Mr ilfe^^ fay8> on 
another occafion, poinf blank agatt^ the 
rule of Etjnuology: And their not at- 
tempting to give a folution of thefc regular 
formatiofas in Pi^Jj and n JJ, &c. vdien at 

the 
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the ikmef tilne they pretend the Ji is, as mu- 
Ibble in thefe roots as it is in their rhHJu^[ 
rare^ is a pretty good evidence, that it is a 
^ point too difficult to be explained on thein 
principles : And therefore they endpaypur 
to let ray diftin<aion afide fomepther way, 
and urge fuch furth^ reafpns^ ^gainfl: it as 
follow : 

2. Mr Moody iays, p, t^,^\M 35, 
^y which hath the very lame fignification 
" as nili, be made a feparate root^a^, be- 
" caufe it drops the H, why (hould not DPI 
i' in ^wo pUcesi Gen^ X3t* 6*-*— xxxi. 39. 
^Vbe a feparatp root from NDH for the fame 
^^ r^afon ?" wz. becaufe the K is dropp'd, 
jMSSn is a word of common occurrence 
as moft in Scripture, and is never, I 
think, vrrote without the K, fave in the 
places he <?ites, in one of which, yiz. ItDHD, 
Gen. XX. 6, he might have feen noted in 
the margin 'K IDn • Tho' in the Samaritan 
Copy the K be expreffed nKDHD. The 
other, 'oiz. nJDfTK, Gen. xxxi. 39. is the 
very word that Mr Catcott hath picked out 
of the whole Scriptures, for giving ihcpri^ 
fnary and radical fenfe of KDH **. A Rea- 

^ See Mr Catcott*^ Note upon D01 HOn in his an An- 
. fwer to Mr Bedford's Obferuationst &C* p. 60. 

D fon. 
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(on, virliicH tho' it has little Wi&ight With 
itiCy ftiould, I prefiime, have a great deld 
widi Mr M^dyj ik ordfer td fecure it from 
the danger of being made st feparate rooc 

fromKtDrt- 

' What I reniark from thcfe twopofage©. 
Is, that altho' fuch occafional omiffions of 
fingle letters, even of radicals, are fomc- 
tunes to be found in oUr prefeflt coj^es, 
yet it doth not ^pear that tjiey Have hi- 
riierto made any confufJon amott^ the rdots. 
The radical n is orice dropped ih •^nt. 
Lev. xy\ 31. where we have On*Wil m^ 
nebitis for Dnnntn, as it is folly wrote 
elfewhere ; and as it is fully wrote even in 
this text according to tht Samaritan C(^y. 
M^ we therefore conclude that int re- 
tains or drops its rt at pleafure ? 

HAb there been but one inftance of 
bi alfitudo, (tho' I ihall (hew prefently 
there is not one under that cdftftruaion) it 
might have been fufpeaed that the immu- 
table n wasxiropp d in writing Hii, as in the 
cafe of '^r\t' Had there been two cafes only 
in which the n was wanting, they might 
perhaps have'been as well accounted for, as 
.the tan in the two forementiqnipd places. 
But 2^ is^ frequently met with, both fingle 

and 



«nii| fui$i»p4i aqd in circiunibni^e$ too re-< 
QMrkaJbte to ai^nj^ of a. £upP94tktn q^itp 
dropping tbj5 H; ^ fe were by ^^gWcftt^. 
Railikewifc fe fo oto wfote, a^ad the^ n, 
ia ofteo wiHOQd ;ag^i>ft the rules ofinifien^ 
j^ v^s. t^wt it canpot reajfop^t^ly; )^ 
judged the root of any derivative that drpgi 
the a 

It is hoover pretty extraordinary, thai; 
the ojniffion <^ « ia ftrOH, thp' ^t be onljt 
twice ipadfijfi mQTP than 6op writings o^ 
thewotd^ fcoul:41»thpughtby]V4r^^ 
of fo mvtch Q^ttfequeRce, ^ tat»i»pt hiai 
to fey upop^ it, " Wiiich (hews, in nay 
"Jaunable opinion^ that we really want 
f* other rules belides thofe a^yct laid down, 
^' to. make us widerftand the genius of tl;^ 
« JHkh-m Ungwage,'' p. 14. He wants, 
83 appears by i!ifha|t follows, a rule, by 
which SLS.^hall be as certainly deemed tp 
be under naa, as. his two inflances of ?^ 
are deemed to, be ^nder ^Pn • And I bcr 
lieve he may look loj)g enough for fwfbn^^ 
tule before heJliv^s it, .whUe other pcppl? 
will think there js no oQcafipn in the wor]^ 
fofiDquiceafi:er.it 

^. Mr 4i^ obferves, " that- r» \9 ^ 

^J^Jkrvih letter'as well as. the ^ ^ confe- 

D 2 qucntly 



•* quently can have no preheminence abova 
•'others/' p. II , ' ■ B oth it follow that 
n is never radical^ Or that it is not as un--^ 
changeaUe in Anne words when radical^ z& 
Aofe other letters are> which are ftiled r^* 
dical in oppofition to fervik^ as n, D, p, 
&c. 

What is meant by its having no fre^ 
heminence ab&ve other ferviles^ I do not 
know, it hath its peculiar properties, 
whereby it is, through obfervation, diltin- 
guifhable from other firviles, and in pard- 
cular from 3, to which it is here reprefented 
parallel, i in the place of the firft radical 
is frequently dropp'd. n> in that fituation, 
is immutable like ] or y. It is not, indeed^ 
in that fituation diftinguiflied by the term 
inmmtable ; becaufe, as it is never change* 
able there, no fuch diftin€tion is neceflary. 
And what fhould forbid its being ais immu- 
tshltfometimes^ when radical in the end of 
words, as it* is nhvays in die beginning of 
them when radical there ? That it fuffers 
no alteration from thte prefixes, is a mark 
t>f -its immutability in the beginning of 
words. And when, in like manner, it 
fuflFers none from the poflfixes, and ftands 
its ground ixi all inflexions, this is equally a 

mark 
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^ksiirk of4ts immutability in' that Situation 
.alio; And upon this is founded its inunutar 
/bility in the end of the verbs called perfeS^ 
^ nii, n;i>, ilDn, where this property of 
it is difcovered. I do not add nQ3 here» 
becaufe it is one of the o^irag Xfyo/Aiw. The 
general rule indeed is, that n at the end of 
roots is changeable : But thefe are a few 
conceptions to that rule. So the general rule 
i;s> that. 7> when it is the firft radical, 
l^^ef^ its 1^*9, ! like jr,^J3, % &c^ Yet this 
admits of one exception, viz. np7, whejre 
.the 7 is dropped when the word fignifies 

. to take. This Mr Bate himfelf gives nodce 

'-.of in bis Qratmar. But altho' he fpeaks 
in the fame place of n heing frequently 
dropped nfihen radical as the j /x, he takes no 
DQtice of the inftances where H \% never 
dropped,, as in the beginning of roots 

. luxiyerfally,. and in the end of ibme which 
arc ordinarily given by other Gramma- 
ri$ihs ^9 as exceptions, tathe mutability of 

: diis letter in: ^»rbis qfdefcentibus tertid ra* 
dicali ?!• 1 

. When therefore, Mr JB^/^ fays {Scrip- 
ture-meaning ofjfjeim^ p. 1 5.) ^* And tho' 

, ♦ Qgataor ex hoc eenere cxcipiantur qua n fcrvant & rc- 
calariter flefhintw. Buxt. Gram, it al. . 

D3 "" 



** rt iuid j,wH(!n radical, ittt^fteh dropped 
*'prdiaDgcdi yct'if itbe1>ynde, andytm 
« ioui'Oiew «i«h6rhy for It, ^^ds (b varied 
-*' ait deemed of the Tanie root ) as 'for nv. 
*«'ftance, ^phst k deeftied of-^famc rdbt 
^* tvith ri'?i», tho'the n %% tulfc tfeSWge- 
<* able ihto p.""- — -Thi8^l6A t^iat ifll af. 
Yeft -the •prcfcht'qiiefliali': ^B«aitfe'it'ftWy 
'li* as truly ■ ahd juitf^faidj^fttih fdi«e 
'Vrtwds n and 3, '*vbcn ra)fical, «to 'wurfr 
^flrb|>ped or Chdhg<id; Atid<iK%ea'yQa. cm 
^ilhew, authority for this e^cd^oh to ^ 
'Opiiin^n M6, words 'vtliofeltit^ais'a^'lb 
"^inv^ried'y^e deemed of 'ttic faitie rbot j -as 
'jfoi'iAftahce, hisi, the parti«^le*i8 dticnwd 
W the *ftme\r6ot with naj.r^w rt imhtOa- 
^BiUy 'bccaufe^the n fe ^w^tien «> the jgfe^ 
■^lil ;^ranftmr 'rule, is • Itot^ dianged ' kito 
^'Jbd as^ it: Is • in ' >tSa, •«**! 'Other aftomaloua 
•vfeVbs in^whifibtihe nt)y'wtoi8<Jha»gwblo 
"Into*., ' ' 

% MK^ate,[p,' 1 5, pttJidoecs':tWo|fl«tts 
-=#here Jnai inid rOiVa^, "^hc ftj^, "t*<?yai»/ ; 




. He finds, " Lev. xiv. 9. V^V D13 tran^ 
« iUt6dy«^i?w//«»?'t^y,'QflC, m^emitientia 
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f^ 'p{^rum'}>YMiOtitffi a|id.thc^ part high 
^Soverth^ ey?s w » gpod •dcfcriptipnrQt 
f*thc eydjrpws, i;^^.! i. i8. tan3i[ W 
]' chap. X. 12. writ Ona^ .In the firft 

« in the latter pnnj p$rfa[e&rum pkfiij^ 
^^\oct^5^ which is. a pretty plaipr^prpof ^lat 
*' pnaa ino^epk^c is Dnaipf tfieqtl^rj 
f^rtJioVin the oaeth^ H, as in a nuipbfr of 
-«VJWMpp^i ^hen; /« regiminf is change^ 

I thipk tj^e proof can fcarce be plain eMOJ 
l9;hip>jre\f, ,boc?u^fc he has Idd it. fo ob- 
scurely before his .readcr§^ Ife feems to 
ta)ce ri3i in i^q^- to .be fingqlar, and yci 
ipppofes it the iapie wi^ fi3Il fuffixed. in 
£;3^i/^/^ w^ch.he allows in his appeal to 
jP^Pff^s. ver£on to be plural.. He has 
found . me that ii^erprefs ,it hy fuperciUum. 
But f he S^m. copy reads il; ;mj. LXX t«^ 
]c^jw^ And all me antient verfions have if 
pjurjl.. ^f^^ftJ^figp* Bupe'rcilia^ 'and the inr 
\QJ^. Y^rfion V^^defs it by eminentias oculor 
,r]ipn..r. And p^chaps the interpreter by ^/w/7 
n,e^f0, referred to by Mr BatCy meant it 
in the plural p^JJljcr for partis (minentes^ 
and not as he takes it, for the part high over 
ike eyes. The context likcwife diredls to 
D 4 the 
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the plural number. ^' He (hall (have all lAh 
" hair off his head, his beard, and his eye- 
** broW9^' Hence we fee that the reading 
is maj, the vauy the charaderiftick of 
the plur. fcnainine being foppreflcd* To 
which the Lexicons agree: • 

It is the fame plural femidbe in B-^ 
tsek. i. 1 8. as appears by its being' 3^^ 
withflwSD. Cantbi eqrum pkni, fee. Th6 
Tings y viz. of the whceh nvere JuU ^ eyes : 
where pur verfion feems better than Pag-m 
nin's by Dor/a eorum flefia. Thefe rings or 
felhUos of the wheels are called in the be- 
ginning* of the verfe ]n^3 J the mafc. plural 
fufflred. And DHOi m i\K?«^j v4i. 3;j, 
And this laft is the word wrote DTTii in 
"iiZek. %• 12. in which as JR. Vuv. fays 
deficit yodjignum plur alts. The appHcafloii 
of it hcf e is to thi backs of the living; crea- 
tures. Sb that ITIkSp DnHJ in Ezek. i. i%, 
and &vhl^ Dn»3i in Ez^h x. ii. .jiroy^ 
npthing more than that they both 'fcc)itie 
froni iljj one frorti the niaTc, ilj, **thfe 
other froni the feni/ TQJ : but ar^ ho 
proof that the noun itfel^ copies fr6i^i the 

ver'by the root na J, or hatji any relation 'to 

it. ' • ^ ••>:;'. ' 

It 
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It i&Mt denied hixtthetc k lart^UfronE 
-iherdotnaj, figpifyit^tttkudo eorum, Ezeh 
^saad. 14; as^teis rn^J akitudo ejus^ iU 
vec.'io. Butthefe are both in the fingulai 
rrnipibcrr' fieither isr.iike ?) changed in ar 
thcr : For none wiil fay, I prefumc, that 
n Ib patt of Ae fuffixbfe Orr or in in thefe 
inftances, after having exaiyined nSJI with 
its derivatires in aii diexr infleadatts and 

A N D ' thcte far I h^ve -^ proceeded Japan 
their owh tonftrudbh of oil, as ii^^pHlyafg 
the fame thing widbniaj, i^diich all thefe 
Gentlemen afiert •{♦. Biit, if "we enquim 
ftridltyinto the ^ileamng arid iifage of both 
wofd6,"\ve (hall iibd the jfenfes of them to 
be fo difUiiA and different from eacb other, 
iAizt^famen^s of Jignifkation ought by no 
means to ;^e urged, as it is by my oppo* 
nbnts, as^:ah argoment for placing diem 
under; ti^ £une ro<tti 

Ihl fit "iii i$ a imcky ror fwdtingi^xsf 

fiip&JIkki t^^ is p^iubirma and founded. 

^Hence the Latin Gtbkis. And GiAhfos an* 

fwering to \aj, Lev.xxl 2\' It k appiifed 

to fke back of aiiimal creittureg 6t forms, as 

f Mr Ahab, p. 9* Mr B^tf^ f. 15. And Mr MpOf; 

bemg 
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htkg moa fir k& Qoatra rurfaon. Thtis 
mjaix^ 12. OD»JW ^ v^a. Q^ 
qaii in CQqx>da)ttS matm^f^jyem ^ti.bfi^ 
ef d?y. And dus is-tihc feiifcof Mc B<*r's 
tsntJlJ applied to ihc hacks ci t)ie iking 

Ir IB applW IP Ac /rewfeirf :<r r<ri/?^ 
tumrkm the iaei of lhicil<k; Jj^xv. 26. 
JKllD.*l^i& ^ ifbis.bwhkrs: 

It is applied to an arch or v^n^,. juid jfr 
itfa^fi»e stti^T':^ J^np'xi jSi(gi.^i 24, 
ji, 39. !nz. thfi rfwj^ plwjfij rift jwbi<jh 
Mej1hoad*haitti(^(f\Sihhy akituthi:. Our 
toqflatots indeed ihtvc.fien<ter:d it i» JiU the 
xduxecpaiS^i^ bjr «fffm««r j^/^.(i^ /e*A 
cButihey ihmc^aiio. iKlm£<e!fm».Ao'^ the 
4i«jnBbmiag iiijtbej«^rj?j», yiz^.Mrotbel- 
doufr: i^Vhkb kiiXc^e of j)!^ 
-«fual firfw^pw/:; .;aoii ?i. %«fe^|;?»lfi|y ia- 
niou»e^jfayjtlje:wiiQkifi5»jpfi'of;ffeeteo9ti}x^^ 

It is alfo applied iPcdiB ioswrtprtcgec- 
.adiii. ^3. (whiefe ,i& ^ pikv^^ ^^^ 



iSbhrew eicpDsflfes notUng tiri<»e tlHUi,|6f^ 
vv^it iis'fiafartUer ^applied >m (the AriuQine 

tjdie rfiq>{)o&S9 df the -G^itimsii for ihow 
wan )thvtii^bc i%^ :cver )th63i^ie69 niAuf^ is 
-ipahtcdiatdiy labcm ifaeiis) l^vt .bteuiie &c 
TirifebrtMs Ibave.. both a \tM W f UM rt, -mdift*^ 

It is further applied curvatura robmuki: 
,i»^\^gjS^ tat^h^jit^i^m.^ Allows 
.<>f >wiwclsa jcijl«d iniislr tdrtfiwn fa^ 
h^'Kings lIiL^3g/'al^lRldce Old £sri.ri«ijg8. 

In alllhofo^QOcr»ii6iii^^kamt 
«-agi|iki1ftlo^r>tlKiteQnfidf^ I 

-raprelicitd;^ fiddiaiieisfeifi'QJtl^afficieii^ 
^lnrTdAk)fiwai0£it £ra^ rjooCandrdafs 

-» me fineiit>figfnfi«s ^a^^i, in the oiixer 

tflogpwflfc^ /^dfc wfll'havc Aistocame jfrofti 

naj, the n being dropped, and the Jod 

prefixed, P, j8. He^Jbfefves, that " the 
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<^'eftrdi $s Kfted i^ in plowing^ and dig^ 

¥ ging, and this may fuffice to conned 

<' die idea c£ Urram cdent^svnUti rQJ or 

'^^ aj %i&, exakedj &c." I do not know 

:Muid^ hov^ far fome connedi<m may be 

-perceived between the idea of tS^lIP itp^ 

cuki with that given by 333 or 3:i» from 

fixe JiirrcwSy ridges, or giiStms form of oA-^ 

/dvated, arable lands. But if i:i»; can be 

.brought to this. root 33 J with, any degree 

lof probdbiliQry }(etit!cannot bcjcarried fur- 

• dierp or brought .under najly tifl it can be 
firft proved dut 3;i is a idedb^ve from 

rtfaence. 

Hb likewife 'makes Ka3 j/^, Aii»»tf, 
ffibUy ' another derivadice of the £ttne clafs. 

.Surely not 6om.»the iignification of Ugb^ 

. OcakBiy isccL but irom* that .of: curvaUirfj 

f which;. initkiS4:a&, isx]ppofiteL taat.. . . 

^ .'dv.Mr'jB^^.bsxngs inftances of T\ pre- 
ierved in other words a litde outtif trppi- 
moa rule ^^ bul none where it.is. otherwiie 
than occafionally preferved. He does ntt 

: exprefs bimfdf" diftindly on this article ; 
nor am I aware what he meate by in- 

. ftancing in rhs^^ unlefs he wrote, or m^snt 

- • ' * r :' ». 

to 
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to write inVs^ i And then the:inilfinc€frwill 
be of the faxnie fpccies vfiih )$hn which fdi^ 
hwSj and is taken from Efib. vii. 9.; But 
the radical n is no more preferved in thefe,^ 
thanitisininwSs^n, yudg.:sd. 31. Thp 
radical n is dropp'd, and thcT^Ev V» is 
added. 

. His next inftance T\WQ * in regimine 
is no more to his pur|)o&. The final n in 
fttch mafcidines is never changed in regimine^ 
But this neither proves that it may be re« 
tained or dropped at pleafurci nor that it 
ever is retained in the plural number^ or 
ynx!tifuffixes. 

In imiK •{• the n is no more radical than 
in die verbs abovemendoned^ and many 
others. And why may not the n in inu^ 
pmi, ^mi, be part of ^efujix alfo ? Fpr 
nii drops hs n when ihcfu^ ^ is added to 
it as in 7ii, JoA v. 24. And tho Fau fingly 
js the more common fuj^ to a wiz»> yet 
there is an indifputable inftance of in with 
a noun derived from a pcrfcft verb, in^*113 J 
Nab. ii. 4. And why may not the IP? 
which we find at the end of nouns with 
the final n> be of the fame fort ? 

? P. i6, f llbid, 

Ip 



Mr Bate hy% may be fomi^ in^if^/i^i, b« 
itldeed bf t!le* fiuskr kind widi ihele which 
kehathfiroduced, tsKtf iStyatluyafe, thtv 
tyfll be of no fcFvice to Kk cauft. 

He bxifigs na inftaiiCM, as iie ou^lit tt> 
have done, (and no doubt would bavt 
done, ^ouldhehavemetwilftLa^ fuch) of 
verbs from which plural partieipJes wife ri 
feiained may be formed : Ncmc of nouns 
in tyn from words whoft !^ is at any time 
changed. He eveitowns ♦, that excepting 
OHTN, tD*n33, and one fenliflirie plural 
(1 prefujne he means ;nnOK) he doth not 
know anyxjther inftance in the Bible of 
plural noun3 prdfefVing Ae ^ And he 
owns Aat nii retainsrthc n in more of its 
inflexions than any odier word, tndin Ibiiie 
which Ao other word does ^. In Which 
eoftfelSonhe fays more in faehalif of the 
immutable n, Aan he has been able to fay 
againft it. 

And upon the whole it doth not appear 
biitTQiin the Hebrew is left in as full pot 
feffibn of its immutable n, as it is in the 
Byriac and Arabic languages, - 

? P. i6. • t P. 15. i6. 
^^ I HAD 
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■ I fiAO glveii iMo^dr iafitdx»K)f Qie 
iome ki&d in niJ. Tbit h elDcepud d^sibif! 
only by Mr Mioilfy : Wiio rimtfks in die 
firft place concerning it, p. i8. thifc *< what^ 
*< ever iht 'final n m^y be, tlie ^ is not ini* 
" mtttaMfc." Upon ^itrMdk he aft»fi=.«« Jf 
« thb %ft radical iHfty lie dropped, and 
** ^etobt riithain die fiune, vthjha^iht 
«* drolling ^ final ib tn&btmly aiSietk 
«* as to diftroy ils idwitity ?" 

Lfet hii& dft: the lame qti^Hofn otm- 
cerhing^ie roots tM, W3, ^i), •>«, VJI, in 
all t«r^ch ihe ftrft radical is fbhietiihei 
dropp'd, md yet the roots retnain tiie 
fame ; I &y, let it be aiked, how it hapw 
pens ^mdie dr<!^ii% ihdr final radicals 
would fo mater&dly stffeiSk them ias to de^ 
ftroy their identity t Or, if he thinks it 
W^d net deftroy their identity, how he 
would ey/lihguilh (Xie from another, when 
both l^e iliyft jand laft radicals were away ? 
But mi tho' it fometimes droips die j, as 
ill thefe roots do, yet it is found like them 
never to drop its loft rtt£&:al rT> and there^ 
fore n pettsdns to ite identity, asmudttt 
*i> Vy &, *)« or 9 pert^n to the ideflilit^ <€ 
the roots abovementioned. 
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"Ytefs <aie Is dySkr&Jt m the rootis nt j^ 

n»i> nui, nbi,. nxx nw, and pi, in att 

which) tho' both the firft and Itft radicab 
«re fometiines dropped together, yet the 
idetitity of the roots is preierved by the mid^ 
^e radical^ known to ftand between defi-' 
dent or mutable letters. And there is, I 
think, but one root of each fort, or of the 
fpmt middle radical, thus circumftanced ; 
that is, there are no other roots in the lan^ 
guage of the fame middle tadi^ls fknding 
between the fame deficient or mutable ini-^ 
^s and finals. And therefore thde roots 
jare recognized tho' only one radical re- 
mains, neidier do they interfere fo with 
jany other roots as to occafion uncertainty 
or confufion« But this could not be faid 
ifor nji if its n were mutable, for In thit 
cdfe it would interfere both wldi. TVi* and 
njn, root?of another interpretifkMi. 

Again let the queftion. With a fmall 
4ifFerenee, be afked with refpeft to the 
laft-mentioned verb njin^ viz. If the lift 
xadical may be dropped, and the root re* 
m^n the fame,- why mpft the dropping 
liie firft; radical (which is likewife n) fo 
materially afFedl it as to deftroy^ts identity? 
An'd yet it doth : for the firft n in njn is 

as 
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a^ immutable as the laft n ia n:ij> tho* the 
lafl: n in T\ir\ is as liable tcrbe dropped as i 
in nji. 

Mr Moody (p. 19:) pute another qucryi 
viz. " Whetl^r the n is not dropped in 
** DHJi, the light of tbem, JoelvL. 10. and 
" iii. i^. For, fays he, " I have as good 
^' right to fay that tan is a Juffhc here, as 
** it is made by M de Ctdqfio the fuffix to 
"* a J in tD'n:x:i, Ezet X. lir 

I THINK noti Becaufe in this lad 
wdrd the Jod is dropped in writing. It is 
the plural of 3J, viz. ♦aj : with the pro- 
noun fuf&xed tDH^aJl, as it is otherwife 
wrote; with the charafteriftic of the plu- 
ral fuppreded, DHaj i as vtras ihewn 
above* Whereas DH J3 in Joel is a fingu-* 
lar noun fuffixed, and aiifwers to the An- 
gular Dna;i akitudoeorumj EzeLxxxu 14. 
from na J : where M. de Calafio would not 
fay that it is zfujffix to at Jj nor confequently 
hath Mr M^ody any right to fay it of a pa- 
rallel ufe of nJi when fuffixed in Joel in 
the fame nianner* 

But, fays Mr Moody (p. 19O "the 

** truth of die matter^ in my humble opi- 

" nion, 16 this ; that the Lexicon-writers 

** have treated this root as they have 13, 

E '* and 



*' and the reft ; made many ittdepeixdeitt 
** roots of one primary root.— *Thcy place 
" under nJ3 the inflexions which prcfervc 
" the n, and under ni* and nin thofe in 
** which it is dropped," 

But can it be accounted for how it 
fhould come to pafsthat thofe inflexions of 
this root in which the n is retained, and 
which the Lexicographers put under nJ3 
fhould always be found to carry the fenfe 
ofJplenJerej and mver to fignify doZ&e a/- 
Jki^ or meditari? Their pretended arbi*- 
trary manner of fortlng thefe inflexions 
cannot give them the meaning they carry 
in the context ; but it is their meaning in 
Scripture that points out their diftinftion as 
made in the Lexicons. So that it is eytdoat 
I think that the Lexicographers did not pro- 
ceed upon Mr Moody s fuppofed rule, but 
forted thefe verbs according to the fignifi- 
cations which they bore in the feveral paf- 
fages in which they occur. And if it be 
found in fad, to which I appeal, that the 
n is never dropped, but is retained in ail the 
in/ianceSy which are many, when the word 
fignifies to Jlnne^ as Mii the verb in Kal 
doth; and that it is not always retained 
(nor otherwifc retained than is ufual in //w- 

perfeSi 



f£rfe£i verbi) when it fignifics to ^ieve^ 
or to meditate^ &C4 as n^S and rUrt verbs 
in kal do, then it appears that Hi J to Jhiney 
from its immutable n is a perfect verb, and 
not of the fame root with Hi* and Hiin, 
whofe n is occafionally dropped after the 
form and ufage of iniperfed verbs. 

To which I (ball only add this further 
bhierrdtion as ah argument to prow that 
rJJLJ and rtJfl are diftind: and independent 
rootSj as the ffebrrw-DiSiibnary-Writers 
have iiiade them, wz. that they arb ufed 
as fuch in the &yrwc language ; In which 
the n in rui remains unchanged in all in- 
flexions, and before 2!lX ftfffixes -y while the 
final n in nJH is reprefented by K and'ie 
confequently changeable. 

Mr Moody indeed is pleafed to conceive 
that the n may be preferved in njli, and in 
that word only of the three, becaufe the 
full image* (or primary idea of all the 
three words, which is light and its opera- 
tions) is there given, and is froni thence 
transferr'd to the other branches of the 
root, p. 19. 

Bu T are there any other inflances to be 

given to fupport this conceit from verbs 

ending in n, and preferving their n under 

E 2 their 
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their firft or radical fenfe, and dropping 
their rl under all the fecondary fcnfes in 
which they happen to be ufed ? 

IF there be^ he muft at length acknow- 
ledge an immutable n in certain words, un-^ 
der their radical expofition. Which he will 
not care to do. 

IF there be not any other fuch, then this 
conjedture about nii muft appear infignifi- 
cant. And the rather, becaufe it fucceeds 
fo ill in the explanations given of the tranf- 
ferr'd fenfes oi fpkndor to the other fub- 
jedls. For tho* there be an affinity in the 
letters between n:ii and nJS as there is be- 
tween luceo and lugeOj yet what connexion 
is there in fentiment between light and 
grief? No more than between darknefs and 
joy. The tumultuous agitations of the 
mind *, which he makes analogous to the 
buftle made by the rays of the fun in a 
multiplicity of reflexions is equally the 
property and the defcription of every hu- 

* '* Light and ite operations namely as it ifibes oot 

** from the orb of the fun, ftrikes againft any thing in its 
*' w2Ly, and is thence reiledled, and by frequent reflexions 
** makes that buftle and agitation which we call J^hndor. 
'* And thence it is transferred to tumult and agitrnthn in 
*' other things, as grii/, and fo forth, which ftrikc, fmite, 
^» and pierce the mind with tumdtuous mgitatious.'** P. 19. 

man 
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man pailion or perturbation pf mind, and 
fuits fome of them better than it fuits 
grief. 

Neither is the transfer * of Jplendour 
to the arch of the mind in meditation (tho* 
reflexions are common to both) more 
happy. For meditation, as commonly un- 
derftood, is a calm fedate progrefs of 
thought, and not a tumultuous agitation of 
reflexions, or a hurry of the imagination. 

If th^ferviles *f in other inftances make 
out the original image of the root in no 
clearer a manner, and to no better effeft, 
than thofe in HJ* and run make out the pri- 
mary image in Hii ; or make fucb kind of 
aberations in, and variations from the origi- 
nal idea^ as grief and meditation make in 
and from the idea of light or fplendour, we 
(hall not receive much improvement from 
their afliftance in this refpeSty or be able to 
make any certain ufe of their ponjunftion 

* " So to meditate, which is an adt of the mind fimilar 
** to the a£t of light in fplendour, where the adion and re« 
*' adion is repeated till fome image or, ^c. is formed.** 
Ibid. 

f *' So that there feems fome ground for the obfervatipn 
** made above, that x!tyt ferviles ferve to make out the ori- 
** ginal, or fome alteration in, or variation from, the ori- 
*« ginal image or idea." P. 19, 20. 

^ E 3 with 
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With the radicals for this (imaginary) end 
and purpofc. 

The laft inftance that is brought agamft 
the unchangeable ri is amabotb : whicH 
hath at firft fight the appearance of great 
weight and propriety. Biit when Mr Hel^ 
hway^ yrho firft produced it againft me, 
took the liberty or faying, that it is tme tx^ 
ample out of many thatt he could produce, 
he gave thereby no advantage to his argu- 
ment; for I muft be indulged the liberty 
of replying, that, as I do not know of fuch 
another example in the whole language, I 
muft be allowed to believe there h noncy till 
he (hall be able to produce one. . * 

WhAt makes this inftance fo lingular 
in its kind, is the changeable pl in one 
number, {fw in all the places of its occur- 
rence in the finguhr with fufiixes, the n 
is conftantly changed into ii) and the im- 
' mutable Ti widiout variation in the c*l?ier. 

Mr Moody ftates the fadl very inaccu- 
rately when he fays, '^ that niJlDK retains 
" and drops its n at pkafur e, as the reader 
^* will find by confulting the Concordances," 
for whofoever ihall confult them, with 
|norp attention than he appears to have 
done, will find that the refervation of the 
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n in the plural is univerial and not occa-» 
ficmal ; by rule, and not by chance, or aJ 
Hbiturn. Every plural of nOK when it fig- 
nifies ancilla is mno*?. And every plural 
of rtDK when it fignifies cubiti is n\D». 
Every fingular of nOK ancilla^ fo far as 
appears, hath the n fervile, while every 
inftance of its plural hath n radical and un- 
changeable. Which diftindions are pre- 
ferved with io much uniformity, that they 
cannot reafonably be interpreted a retaining 
or changing the letter n at pkafure. 

The queftion then, and the only on? 
that properly arifes from this peculiar ufage 
of the word, is, whether fnnaK be the 
fame word, and from the fame root with 
the fingular nOK ? For tho' it may be a 
rare thing, it is not an unprecedented thing 
in the Hebrew tongue, for a noun in the fin- 
gular to be matched in the plural with an- 
other of a form fomething different, tha* 
in fenfe the fame or nearly fo. 

Thus it is in xnoft other languages as 
well as the Hebrew. As there are words 
which are ufed only in one number, fo there 
are inftanccs of certain words (commonly 
reputed the fame words) whofc plural 
charadcriftics do not rightly and granmiar 
E 4 tically 



tically corrcfpond with their forms in tho 
Angular. Thus in Hei. fil fiia hath nq 
other plural than JT133, which is the regu- 
lar inflexion from fiia or PiH, tho' neither 
of thefe nouns now occur in that fenfe in 
the Angular ; tho' fi:i is fuppofcsd to be only 
a contra£tipn of the former. aiV car hath 
no feminine fingular, but its plural \s both 
mafculine and feminine : while thp f^me 
word contracted hath both mafculine and 
feminine fingular, ^h and naS, and yet 
hath no other plural than the feminine 

And this is the more likely to be the cafe 
of amabotb before us, as there is fo little 
reafon to doubt that there were originally 
two words in the Hebrew nearly of the fame 
fignification, viz. ama and amah, one with 
a mutable, the other with an immutable n, 
becaufe we find thefe very words, under 
this diftindlion from each other, are yet 
retain'd in the kindred tongues the Syriac^ 
CbaldeCj and Arabic^ 

The Chuldee exprefies the former with 
the fervile n by riDK, KDK, and K/lDK ; 
and the latter with the radical rr, by nnote 
and KfinOK. Thus, for inftance, tfiDN 
imcilla ma, mJobxyDu. 13. is given in 

the 



the Tatgum by tfiriDK, which is evidently 
th^ am^if with the immutable n* 

The Arabic expreffes the former by an 
ama from the root ^OK or pN. " Servj^ 
^< fada fttit, ancilla evaiit. Unde nOM an-^ 
f5 alla^ i. e. ut Jrabes expUcant PlDlSoD 
•5 puella capta, five sere redempta. Op-? 
" ponitt^r ei nih libera" Hitting. Smag- 
p%a Orient, p. 121. But it expreiles the 
latter by an amah from the root HDK, in 
which the T\ never varies. 

And it is from hence that the learned 
Scbuheus deduces ilinOR feroa^ ancilia. 
If is words tranfcribed out of his MS. Lex, 
are, 

" A p u p Arabes thema HDK cum ifto Si 
*^ n[K)bili fervatur cum duplici ufu fie fatisi 
^^ apto ad conditionem fervilem inde dedu** 
'^ cendam. Primo enini exponitur a Glof- 
" fographis foedere addixit^ unde Hfitt no- 
^* ftrum fonaret addiBam inpecuHum^ pecu^ 
" Harem fervam. Alter ufus eft pracepit 
" injunxit ; unde iterum pofiet accipi tan- 
^^ quam peribna cui quid pnecipitur & 
" mandatur/' 

It feems then by the beft judgment 
that can be made from thefe lights, that the 
preient Hebrew nSK ancilla^ in which the 

nis 
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Sn is changeable, is the former of the£^ 
viz. Ama^ but retam'd only in the finguW. 
And that nWlBK is fronfi the other amah 
preferved now, in Hebrewy only in the 
plural*. 

I p it be ^fkaSi whether amabdth is found 
in Scripture to fignify at any time menial 
maid fervantSy or female attendants upon 
compaSly according to the fenfe a:bove given 
of die root amaby as diftinguifhed from the 

. • WWtN jCmrXf, ipedcing of nOH,.(kxA, ** Heft fignnm 
«* femwioi jj^aoATtf, n ^iHtm verbi cadit, c^uod tftUMii ap- 
** paffet in plural!/* he feeras to have thought the noun 
fingular was orlgfnalty nTTDK, with both i^dical and fer- 
vile n, the former of which was dropp*d in this manner in 
^.jfiiiguUu:, and wot' recoveied in the plural. But as there 
ape HO other inftaDces of the radical n being intirely funk, 
or indeed being arany time dropped, this opinion, I think, 
warns. Ibppttrt, ita\p0ffdM qaorM« and fwos indimd to 
foUow iinubi in it. 

It has been alfo clbfetved, that the Samaritan copy of tht 
Pintateueh in thofe places where the Nthrew has mmahotb 
reads am0th^ ^ Gsn^ XTU 17. VnOKinfiiq^d qf Vnn.TDK. 
and lUut^m. i^. ^ynDH inftead of 03*nnDH.) omit- 
ting the n as in the fingular ; whereby it would feem as if 
the prefent Htb: copies were rcdnndint m that letter. Bat 
the co»llant noeniiion of the 5 io fu mbir pbces in fire dif- 
ferent books of Scripture, as well as three in the Law, 
leaves no-room ^o doubt^ but it always made a part of the 
word : Unlefs ^'e chufe rather to foppofe that tire Je*tvs al- 
ier'd tbeii! c0pf (o pfi^MBt ambiffityi (»: fliall bt q9vMy 
cxplam'd) ilmn thsiUth^ Samarikifu aUex'd theirs ibrihe 
fakex)f grammatical regularity.— .- ' ^ 

other 
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Other ma^ bearing a more fervile fetife ; I 
cannot fay there aj^ars any ground, from 
the ufe of mMiMh^ for fuch a diftini3ioii 
of fenfes in Scripture. But as the root amah^ 
according to SchulteuSj fignifies pracepit^ a6 
weH tsf^edere adJixity the plural of a nouR 
derived from it, as obtaining the former 
fenfe, witi be coequal eictent vnAk the noun 
derived from ama. And the words {eem 
ufed in both numbers indifferently to de- 
note what is more commonly exprefled by 
Tn^at^ and nirtSttf, viz. PTomen fcrvantSy oc 
female attendants in generalj whether bond 
or free. And therefore probably ijie true 
reafon of preferving the ufe of amabotb^ 
might be only to diitinguifli the word in 
the plural when it denoted ancilkey fi-om 
the feveral amoth that came from the root 

D», or DOK. ^fTlDK being from thence 

not only the plural of OK mater ^ but of DK 
natioy and of JTtMt cubitus \. 

But 

t Thu cos^efbitie at d^firftiglit ferais togWe great 
coatittnaaca to a ibppofiiioti of Air MaH*% in p. 1 7 . tix. that 
die n is retatnM ia CD^^ '< beoanfe otherwife It wmU 
^* have been unaroidablf co pfo a n dcd wkh C^ the pin* 
^« lalof^.'' 

Bv r tlMre is a phin dUfaeaee between the twD caib. 
noM 18 not faid to forin its plnzal inegalarly for diftin Aion*t 

lake. 
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Btrr whether this be the trae reafon 
vrhy the facred writers ufed amabotb for 
ancilke^ or not, yet thc/i^ being % that n 
mutable is found in the noun fingular, and 
pot in the noun plural, where it is con-^ 
ilaptly ret^ned, the inference will be, if 
made according to the rules of the language 
in other cafes, that the Jingular and plurd 
^refrom mginaliy diJiinSl nouns. For inr 
fiances of this we meet with in the lan<- 
guage. And tho' there be no other inr- 
ilance exadtiy parallel to this in rcfpedt of 
the different powers of n in the two num- 
bers, yet this cannot with any reafon or 

fake, as he Tappofes Elehim formed, ba( there being two 
roots of the (kme fenfe, a noon from one is fuppofed to be 
ufed in the fingular, and another from the ot£er, to be afed 
in the plural for diiliii£Uon*t fake, becaufe othenvife DDK 
would have been unavoidably confounded with no lefs th|n 
three nouns of different fenfes, making the fame plural.- 
• X W^S'» ^* P^'^^ arSUrum, &c. is, I think, an an- 
fwer fufficient to fuck queftions as follow, *visi^ Why might 
not nnOH as well have been ufed in the lingular as ninOK 
in the plural ? To what purpofe was it to ufe HDK for an- 
cilla^ there being another word of the very fame meaning? 
(ninS)t£? is the reading of the Samaritan copy for DVIDK in 
the Tritf/ copy, Gf«. xxxi. 33.) Why ihould there be thefe 
two difierent roots fo yttrf like ? And the likenefs being fo 
great, is not the diiFerencei«r«^i«tfry?-— *To this laft I 
prefume 1 might further anfwer in the mgatitfif horn the 
apparent different inflexions of the two forts of roots.--— * 

propriety 
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propriety be urged as an evidence that tho 
n in the plurals Elohim and Gebobim come 
there by chance, or by mere ufage without 
any regard to the inunutable n in their fe- 
veral iingulars, and in the verbs from 
which they defcend. For thefe are points 
already efbibliihed, as well as moft excep- 
tions from general rules are, viz. by asmany 
examples as are needful for the purpofe. - 
No body will fay that the deflexions of 
1fl3 which are difcordant from all rules of 
inflexion, do therefore deftroy all thofe 
rules, or render them altogether uncertain 
and infignificant : Or that the extraordi- 
nary inftance of h dropped in npV when it 
fignifles accipere (an infbnce which falls 
not under any rules about anomalous verbs) 
is an evidence that no rules about defedtive 
verbs are to be trailed to. I fhould in- 
deed have excepted Mr Bate in what I have 
juil now faid, becaufe he ia3rs it down in 
his Grammar, that the rules about defeSlhe 
words are trifling and unnecejfaryy p. 13. But 
in the mean time I cannot help obferviog, 
that tRere are fome of his own rules or 
maxims which are fet afide by this very 
noun which I have been conlidering. He 
tells us, for inftance, (p. 9. of his Gram- 
mar) 
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mar) that ^' n is dro/jpeJ entirefy htftn^ the 
^^ piurd termnatamfemmme *^ as >T^y>D> 
^rcbatioty nosna chariots:" 

But now we find that r? is hot only 
fometimes chained before the plural ter* 
minion feminine (for we hftve twm and 
nW3& as well as fniO from njD jterj) but 
that ki fcxne words it ilaxub its graond in* 
variably in that pofiticxi, for wt& have 
mroi * and mnji -f, and more particu- 
larly our prefcnt word n\r}OH $ ieveral 
times : Which are inftances £> opposite to 
all the rules cofKerning the iervile n, as 
ihould never efcape the.Gratnmariaa's at- 
tention axu) notice> whether he cap aiSigfi 
the rcafon of fuch a peculiarity or m>t« ' 

Upon the whole then, this diftin^tion 
which I ventured to fuggeft (Differtatiemy 
p. 1 1.) would prove decifroe againft Mr Cat^ 
€otf^ derivation of CD^hSk from Th^jurarti 
&c. does not appear, as yet, to be iet 
afide. The attempts to overthrow it have, I 
think, done it no difcredit, as they are 
made chiefly from mere conjedur es that 

♦ Dan. viiL |. Jer. xvii. 2. Zefb. i. i6. Dent. 
xxviii. 52. t IfaiabVix. 9. J Gen.xx, 

17. and XXXI. 33. Bmt. xiL t2. z^ Sum, vi ftO» 28. 

the 
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the roots are wrong divided, and by con- 
founding the roots which the learned in the 
language have hitherto held as diftindt from 
each other. And as to amahothy Mr Hol^ 
hways cafe in point agsdnft the diftindtion, 
it is found to be only another, inftance of 
the fame diffinCtion, viz. That as the n in 
Ehhim is a proof of that word being de- 
rived from an nSt* with an unchangeable 
n, and not from rhtijurarey in which the 
n i& changeable ; fo the n* lA jAUndbotb-X^ A 
ptcb( that b^dcs the nSK, whofe n is muk- 
table, there is anothec HDtt doAtnguifhed 
fn>m it by an unchangeable rt, from which 
the plund noun takes its farm ; tfao' the 
roots of neither of tfadie noma are ibimd' in 
Scripture. 

The re&dor may if he pleafes confult 
Mr Kahnar on the (ame fufa^e^ in hfe 
reply to Mr Holioway.^ *■ ^ 

WhaI* I had advanced was no new 
difcbvery, but had been the opinion of 
good cridcs before Mr H\ time. The 
fame is obferved in refpodt of the word 
Bhbim in ods^r dialjefts of the Hebrew ^ ex. 
gr. in the Syrkc (which hath not been 
mentioned before) in w:hich we ^nd ^^Vl♦ 
Ikus meus^ yh» Deustuus, virhn DH. ' 

SECT. 
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SECT, lit 



BEFORE I enter u{k>n the other polh^ 
in difpute, I am obliged to take no-' 
tke of aii unex^dted remark or two apod 
my inconfiftency with myfelf : " By my 
^* undermining my own arguments^ and 
^^ betraying the foundation of that efl^dai 
" difference between rhtt and hSk which 
" I had contended for." (Mr Bafe^ p. 24.) 
And by quoting the Rabbins " who derived 
" mW from rhm juravit (as I had ob- 
** ferved Di^. p. 3.) and who flighted the 
" diftindtion between the mutable and im-^ 
^^ mutable n, as of no confequence. " 
Mr Mtxkly^ p. 14. 

' Th I s is true indeed of thofe Rabbins I 
fpoke of, and yet I hope it will be no pre- 
judice to the diftindion itfelf. It is ttiit 
likewife of all thofe other writers who hayc 

followed 
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followed them in this etymology 5 and yet 
it fhould not have been objeded to me, 
who have not adopted this derivation, or 
ipoken of it any where as being atgrieable 
to my own fBntiiiient. 

Again; That I iriyfelf " forget tit 
« flight this diftin(ftion, v^htn I take fy 
*• much pains to prove that rh^y tdjwear, 
** may be deduced froni rhtH, God!" (Mr 
Moodyy p. 1^.) ** Which is giving lip the 
*^ tnkin patt of the difputei ^^ linawares 
^* allo^vin^ that the words arc the famei**, 
(Mr Bate, p. 67; 68.) 

M Y meaning in that digref&on (as I e^ 
prefsly told my reader, Dijf. p. 60.) was 
only to try how ht fucb a Juppo^ion would 
tv^gh againft Mr C% Jiipp^^i which 
feemed to me a derivation not fo well fup- 
ported, liypon the whole, a^ that was. All 
that I aimed to prove (and it required not 
wucb pains to prove li) was that " fancy in 
** feQrmologies ^tift hot be too much in- 
" dulged, nor t ftrcft laid even on plaufi- 
" ble fcbnjiiftures, &cr Dijf. p. 61. 

Mr l^f^y thinks it alfo " pretty rc-i 
" markable, that after I have been labour- 
" ing to prove that Ale does not iignify to 
'' to /wear y I Should by way of compromifc 

F "^iw 
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^^ give Up my prwfsj and allow that AlAnt^ 
*f may be deduced from JHe^ becaufe Goi 
^^fware unto Abraham^ P. 78 and 53. 

Bu T if he will be pleafed to review the 
paffage he refers to with a little more care 
than he read it, I am perfuaded he will dif- 
cern his miftake in this refledtion. 

The conceflions which I made in this> 
as well as in the former inflances, are 
merely hypothetical, and upon Mr iTs 
principlesy not upon my own. The profefled 
drift of my whole undertaking was to (hew 
that among the fevcral derivations of Elo- 
bim from Akh^ that which M» H. and 
Mr C. efpoufed was the leaft promifing. In 
order to fhew this, I confidered the root 
in the different lights and fenfes in which 
it had been taken by others ; and I repre* 
fented that of /wearing or confirming by oatb^ 
as the mod doubtful and indefehiible fenfe 
of the word : And what is more, thaxfup^ 
pofing it were a true fenfe, and the only 
true fenfe of the word, yet it would not 
anfwer their purpofe to prove an oath la^ 
ken by the Divine F^rfim before the creation 
of the worlds becaufe the derivation of God's 
name from ASkh^ jurare^ might be other- 
wife accounted for, viz^^ frqrn the.fltf/i& and 

cove^ 
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ihvenanf that He made with Graham and 
hi3 feed. $ec Dif p. 75^ &c. 
. And this way of arguing from another 
perfon's principles, in order to difcover a 
miftake, an uncertainty, or an infufiiciency. 
in his concluiions from them, is, I think, 
always accounted yi?/r dndjuji *. And the 
0fF€<a of it is oftentimes confiderable, as 
will perhaps be found in the prefent cafe, 
from the variety and inconfiiiency of the 
anfwer«, which my arguments ex bypotbefi 
have drawn item my feveral Examiners. 

Fob having fini£hcd the article concern- 
ing the inunutabk n, I proceeded mi thefo 
Words : 

"Yet this is not the only obj^ftion to 
^^ the conftrudion pf Ekbim preferred by 
" Mr C. There is another obvious one 
*' arifing from the different fenfes that the 
" verb Ton in SS. is fuppofed to bear : 
" And from the doubt whether the fenfe 
" given by Mr C. be preferable to that of 
" adjuringy which has tempted others to 
^' aflign this root, as he does, to D^nStt/* 
(D/Jp. II.) 

• Mr Mo94y «ftth it himfelf, p. 24. ** Thus for, fays he, 
•' I have been arguing from the Dodlor's concefiions and ex- 
" plana tipn of the word, whereby it appears that granting 
*' his preoiifcfl, his. confequences will not follow.^ 

F 2 And 
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And then I endeavoured to fhew at largd 
that this fenfe of binding otbirs by adjurd^ 
tiony and under penal fandtions to the per-* 
formance of certain conditions, was both 
agreeable to the ufage of the word in Scrip- 
ture, and was (I had faid in one place inac-^ 
cuf ately enough-*— ;»orf proper to derive 
the name ofGodfrom^^^^^—iov which I am 
reprimanded ; therefore I fhall here ufe an- 
other 6f my exprefSdns in p. l4.-i--And*Was) 
that fenfe of Elab on which the propriety 
of the etymology is by Qth(^rs fduftded. 

Now leit us fee what reply is made to 
my propofal of this ^nftrudlion as the bet- 
ter of the two. 

Mr jiboab^ p. 40. allows that *^ the 
" oath exprefled by jilab^ may be confi- 
** dered under the idea of impofing upon 
^* ones felf or another, an obligation tcf 
" perform dr not perform fuch a thing/* 

Mr Bate grants that " the word may 
*^ be uhderftood, and in fome texts nni/l 
" be uriderftood in the fenfe of adjura^ 
" tien^ whereby one binds another to the 
" performance of a thing by the fanftion 
" of an oath 5 meaning by fanftion the 
*' curfe which is the penalty of an oath/' 

P. 28. And that was my meaning of 

fanftion too. 

Mr 
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Mr Moody fxp, p. 43. that he ^^ does 
** not exclude the fcnfe of adjuring^ de- 
^' nouncing or pronouncing a curfe, Sfr/' 
iSec more to the fame effed, p. 7. " As a 
^* verb the word fignifics to fweary adjure^ 
" &c.— ." 

Thus far then I think three of them 
are agreed that n^K may^ and fometimes 
doesj fignify what I faid it did. And it 
feems at firft fight as if Mr Cs aflertion, 
that <^ jllab as a verb, fignifies to confirm 
'^ by oath ; as a name or appeUation, a 
** fwearer to a covenant ; as a nqun an 
" oath, and that it ALWAYS occurs in 
^^ SS. in this fenfe." Serm. p. 8. (whicla af- 
fertion was one of the things againft wjii^^ 
I excepted, and which I endeavoured to 
difprove) I fay, it look^ as if this affertion 
was given up by thcfe three Gentlemen as^in- 
defenfible. 

But the author of Cbrifiian Tlan^ 
aware, I prefume, of the confequences of 
this concefiion, cites Conr. Kircber *, and 
Avenarius -f-^ for a fignificatjon of die verb, 

* Adjaravic ad atl^aid additi imprequione mail. Mira- 
'vii fi jaramento ad kliquid. Kirchir^sCincwd. (ab. n7K. 
Cbrifiian Plan^ If , i^. 

t n^K dcjeravit, djlrinxit fiyxnmtxdo ad aliquid cum 
imprecationc mali, Gfc , Chri/iian tlan^ p. 20. 

F 3 whereby 
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whereby the knfe of adjuring others fbems 
to be totally excluded. 

I WAS flppriaed by Mr If. in his remarks 
(p, 67. his own £^i^) of this fonftradioh 
of Kircher\ : But I judged it of little ooft- 
fequcnce, becaufe none of the texts he pro- 
duces under this verb, fpcak bisfinje of it. 
I examined them all in the Dijfertatiem^ 
and fhewed that they could not be con- 
ftrued in any other fenfe than that of 
^5<^|« or ojMfcOjtta*^ the two words und^r 
which he ranges thofe texts himfelf. And 
this will more fully appear when \ fhall 
come to re*examine the faid text3. In the 
mean time I muft obferve, that Kircbers 
opinion not fupported, or rather contra- 
di<a:ed by jfie^ the texts he cites himfelf 
{hould not be efteemed of any weight 
againft me. Neither fliould that of Avena- 
rius^ if I (hew that it doth not comport 
with the ufage of the Verb in Scripture ^. 

: Mr 

* The author of the Chrlfiian flan further obfervcs, 
p, 27. that the learned At^^ Pfeiffer treating of the feveral 
kinds of oaths in his Antiq. £br. wholly omits, as LigbtfBot 
|iad done» the name of the ALfi. 

This ioduces him to fufpeft, as thofe authors chiefly dte 
^bb^iical authorities^ fhat tljie l^bins have kept this 

kind 
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' Mr Mood^ indeed tells me, that ^^ to 
^ make my argument conclufive, I muft 
" prove that ^lah k confined to the fenfe of 
•* of giving' or adminijiring an oath^ fince, 
" if it may fignify taking an oath^ it may 
*^ fignify what Mr H. and* Mr C render it, 
*' to confirm by oath^ P. 22. * 

And may I not reply that Mr H. to 
make his argument conclufive to the pur- 
pofe of his etymology oiEIahim^ pught to. 
have proved that Alah is confined to his 
fenfe of taking an oathy fince if it may fig- 
nify giving an oath, it may fignify what I 
have render'd it ? And the conftrudtion of 
adjuring will be at leafl as probable as 
Mr ITs oifwearing ? 
"If Mr Moody will be pleafed to turn to 
p. 12. oi my DiJfertationSy he will fee that 
what I undertook upon this article, was 
only to fhew another fenfe of the word,- 
tqually confiflent with that of Mr C, in all 
the places to which he (Mr ,C.) referred 
for his interpretation. ^* Which tho' it 
" would not fo eftablifh the one fenfe, aSf 

kind of oath out of fight, left it fiiould ferve the Cbriftiaft 
caufe. Bat may it not be as jaftly fufpedled, that thefe an- 
tbera did not interpret Alt of an oath, bat only of an ext' 
crdtory aiBurathn f 

F 4 !Ma 
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[ ^ to &t the other quite afide, would yet fq 
<^ impair the authority on which he refted 
f ' bis conftru&ion, as to leave no room to lay 
*^ that ftrefe upon it whic^i he feemed to 
«lay;' • , 

AvD I Itruft I have p^rfbroied as much 
as I flood engaged for : and perhaps fome-^ 
thing" 2|)ore. For tho* I haye not, as 
^ jy^xui^ requires, provpdthat^^isf^n? 
fiteJ to die fi^e of adjuring ^ yet I have 
Q^dpit appear v^ry doubtful, wlilether the 
word do^ ever iignify fimply toj^^r^ as 
a verb, or iimply dn catby as a Qoun. Put 
this I left with my reader, and fo I do 
now, as a queftbn to be fubmitted to his 
judgment In the mean time my firfl and 
prindpal point feeois to h^ yields by the 
majority of piy opponent, viz, that aJ/ur^ 
ingy or admiiHftrihg an oath, is a proper and 
fcripturfl fcnfc of n*?K.^~Afid this pp^jbly 
wi^out a clo& and flridt examination of the 
rtrord had not been concedi^. 

And, if I nuftake not, it hadi thrown 
^em into a little perplexity, how to adjuft 
this fenfe of adjuring to Mr &^foleexp^ 
ticn hjfmaring to a caroenfSMt;^ • i 

Mr 
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Mr Akai^ ibems to think that taking «s 
patb^ and giving an oath, is a diftini^on 
.without a difference ^. 

Mr JMo^^ fays, ^^ w^en a ppribpi volun-p 
^* tarUy iw.cars, he i$ both jurcr and ii^ 
ujur^* |n die Trinity ^h pfrfon was 

bpth juper and adjuror : AU a^urftore^ 
f* znAjuratoresr P. 23. 

Mr £/tf^ engages to ihew that ^^ to ^xe* 
.^' rrj/^ and ii^i^^ are the fame tliingi 
y p. 29. Though dip Dodor (as he fays, 
ff p. 28.) n^y perhaps think ihsxfwearing^ 
*^ or taking and giving an Mtb^ and execra^ 
f ^ dng, are different things^ and not to be 
." expreffed by the fame wprd/* 

H)£R£ are now no Ipfs three feemu>gly 
diilind: fenfes of fhtij which nevertheleis^ 
according to thefe accounts, are one and 

* He obfenres that ** the term /wgar is ofed in the iTv* 
^ lliji taijgaage in the fenfe ofadguHng, or impofing oaths 
•f upon others.** P. 12. 

That *' in Courts of Jadicatax%they always Ajf/wi^ 
** tbeman^ fwear the jury. Now (fays he) if there were 
^ anything elfe except imagination in the above diftip^on, 
** the Judge wonld be guilty of great impropriety of ^peech» 
«« and ought to fay, a^an tbi man, &c.** P. 1 3. 

.With this (hort argument he apprehends he has ** proved 
^ my diftinaion to be of no weight, ani fo all my reafon* 
«i ing built upon it from p. li. to p. 41. &Ils to the 
j; jround.'^ Oil 

the 



fBte*fame fcnfc. Swearing is the faint with 
ndjiiringy-anA udjurtng is the fame with 
curjmg : So he who renders hVk hyjivear^ 
ingy means the fame thing that another doth 
who renders it by curfing, 

AwD thus,- as fliey have reprefented the 
matter, they agree with me, and I with 
them; and (as Mr Moody oWerves, p. 23.) 
^ Mr ITs etymology of the word will not 
^* faffer-by this interpretation of the Arch- 
^* deacon's." For tho* there be the appear- 
ance of three different fenfes in the three 
different renderings into £«g-/f^, yet, ac- 
cording to thefe Gentlemen^ they all come 
to tht Jame thing in the Hebr£w. 
'* Mv mifapprehenfioiis of this matter^ I 
am told, have arifen from not knowing, or 
not attending to the /r/w^ryi radiral^ Idea 
of the word I difcourfed upon. Mr Moody 
indeed wonders ^* why I will talk of ideas 
" who have no fort of regard to them, but 
." labour to maHfe one and the fame He- 
<^ brew word fignify thisy or thaty or any 
•" tinngy without having any ideal radical 
" figoification at all." P. 121. 

I HAVE however been inilrunikcntal in 
the produdlian of New Lights, and have 
given occafion to new difquifitipns con- 
' ' cerning 
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pudng the primary ideas of the words I 
treated of. 

For Mr Bafe^ who in his former writ- 
ings had tak:eii no fmall pains to (hew the 
propriety and certainty of Mr JETs interprei^ 
tatdon of Tb» ^ ^y J^^a^^gi oatb^sAcove^ 
mnty produces at length the primary fenfe, 
from whence thofe fecondary fenfes are 
4k anched off. And by fuch Englifr words 
<as exprefs diis radical i^nfe, he thinks it 
moft proper to abide throughout his whole 
4ifpute with me. 

** hSr is (imply a curfe^ and has nb 
^* other fignification." P. 23. 

" This I lay down then as the fole fenfe 
^* of jilab^ a bann^ curfe -f-, execration or 
** malediaion/' Ibid. 

• Examiner Examin^dy p. i !• *' The oath between the 
^* Elahim was not to convince themfelves* or afTare one 
** another that they would perform the covenant.— i-^If 
** Jehovah Elahim made an oath, doubtleis it was iafull 
^ form^ with ail the circamftances that are binding among 
" men, as to form. We fay. They did fo when they con- 
** eeried the means of our falration, and engaged each to 
** perform a diftin^i part in the execution of thofe means/* 

f «« C3>nbM the noon fabfi. mafc. plur. is perfons who 
** have pronounced the carfe« 1. #. fpoken the words, and 
*• fotheagentB, the «w;y&ri.— -And were thtt word exe- 
^* crators or ^curfen nfed in Engli/b^ as it is in Hebrmfi* 
^* curfers^ when applied to God, would found; what Mo* 
^^ fit <all8 it, a ffloriout ami trtmindous name?'* P. 42* 

« ALAU 
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^^ jfLAHlsz general word, and in^ 
'< dudes all the curfes in the Bible and in 
5^ nature " P. 124. 

Yet that he may not ibcm to diflbr 
from Mr H. and Mr C. he takes care tp 
tell us, that " we are fufficiently warranted 
^' in defining the word as the name of God, 
." to put into the definition perfms who have 
^* bound themfehes under a covenant y . i 
•• that theirs is a full, comprehenfive, and 
*^ judicious account of the word. It takes 
<< in the fimple radical idea of the word, 
5^ and the manner and defign of pronounc* 
"ingacurfe, iS^^/' P. 46. 

But Mr jiboab^ when he comes to 
ipeak t>f the radical idea^ is quite of ano- 
ther fentiment. 

"The idea (fajrs he) throughout is but 
" one, viz. Poftion^ p. 39. hVk fcems 
" to bq ufed to exprefs all kinds of pofttion^ 
f* between things or parties on qccafional 
" circumftances, a^piis, or events, as^r, 
" againfiy between^ under ; in ihort, nega- 
" tiveh^Xid. affirmatively y Sk/^j or;w/, &c/* 
Jbid. 

~— " An D if hSwhc confidered in this 
*^ view, exceeding fintfmje may be made of 

^ « every 
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*^ every place Where it occurs, however in- 
« flefted or applied/' R 43. * 

Mr Moody^ who no doubt has well con^^ 
fider'd both thefe primary- fenfes of the 
word, given by thofe who may talk ofideas^ 
becauie they have io great a regard for them ; 
and hath weighed dl the confequences of 
abiding by thofe ruling fenfes, agrees fb iox 
with Mr jiboab as to make ^K the root, 
from whence the radical idea of hSk is to be 
taken. But he limits po/ttion (as giving 
too general an idea) to one fpecial circum-« 
fiance of it, wz. interpojition \ 3 and tells 

us 

^ No ohe, hy% he, p. 40. '' No one, I fhoold think, 
^ can fail feeing how applicable fuch a name is to Jeba^ahp 
** who had interpofed or pot himfelf againft Satan in be* 
** half of man, in all kinds.of /<^/iVff exprefled in the Eng^ 
'* lijb idiom by ofpefing^ tropifing^ cemfofit^^ impofing^ te. 
'< under the fanfkion of an oath.** 

** p9fition applied to an oatb, is a diffiikn between two 
<* or more parties." Ilnd. 

** When it is applied to a cnrfe^ it is an imfofitivn pat* 
" ting a perfon in a particular fitnation by way of paniih* 
•• ment." Ihid. 

And thus Mr Ah$ab'*t radical idea extends both to MriETt 
and Mr Batii interpretations; 

f He obierves, p. 27. that ^M in Smk. xWiii. S. •• fig« 
<' nifies a poft, poftis. And Rabbi David fays it wu a iejtn* 
^* do ot fornix^ which the FnneboXLvontS, and w» zj^i/f, 
[* or vaultid arcb.^\ 

1* It 
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us (p.'48;y that^' B^nWwai, *x6rding 
" to the primary image of this root, fignif/* 
(I liiightbe diought to wrong him if I did 
not jput it, as he has done, in capitis) 
♦•INTERPOSERS; or berfons who 
*• have interpofed ib change the condition, 
^^ viz. of us miferabie iinners, even to the 
« change of their own condition.** 

But Mr Moody doth not mean hereby 
to cla(h with Mr H. who interprets ^K by 
irradiator J, and riTK by fwenrer^ oatby 
&c. for both thefe are included as fecon^ 
dory fenfes of the word. For 7» extends 
as far as interpojition of any kind can be 
conceived, and doth not only fignify a pojiy 

porcb^ 

■ '* It is, fays Mercer^ a prominenGC over a gate, as a 
*^ lam (called alfo ^'M) has prominent horns, with which 
'* he beats off aflaults. So a p^rcb otfitli whkh beats o9 
¥ and fcreeHs its from ftormi, hf iuterpafing betwe^ as and 
" them. Hence (fays he) I think it appears that thb wsrd 
^^ is a word of condition or ofSce, and that thb Gondition 
«< and office is imUrpofiiimt ; fomething whkh like a ptfi, 
^ porch, 'vault, arch, or Jbe/I oyer sl door, '^intirptfidto 
*' take opon ilfelf what would otherwife lie or fall iipoa an- 
** other ; and which by this $nttrp9fitkn changes the con<* 
<* dition of the p^rfofi or tiling, even u the hazard of the 
<* change of its own oOBdkton.** 
, % '* hUJL (iays he, p, 29) notsd&es it irrttSathm^, 
** which it does fignify in zfecondary fetdis, ^ irraSaih» 
*J is the light interpofed between the orb of the fun and us : 
V • •* Bot 
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pwchi ot Jhell^ hvX'Qi mediator % inter ceffor^^ 
and irradiator. And h/tJ is that kind of 
interpofitiofij which is conceived in c^^j, 
/wearing or curfing. 

. The firft expofition that Mr M?i^ givcft 
to the plural Aleim is JUlies -f-. Which with 
the covenanters or contra^ing powers (for^ 
that is the ftile in the Chrijiian Plan^ p. 1 5.) 
iftill increafcs the number of fenfes in which 
C^'n^K niay be taken. For the idea is now 
become very extenfive, and the expofition 
of the term very diffufive. It is made to 
fignify in different lights and views, fwear^ 
^Sy adjurors^ curfers^ oppofers^ propofersy 

«' But the primary or leading fcnfe of the word is to inter- 
*' p^fi* which gives the image. " 

* H« interprets (p. 33.) " n!?*t, the interfofir^ inter* 
** cejfor^ mediator.^'' And fays that the *• interpofitio^ 
•^ (p. 49.) or mediation of the Divine Perfons is what 
'* among men n4in outb. So the word n^^^ in it$ ficondary 
V fi"/^ Signifies an ^ati or curfi, which is the fandlian of an 
" oath." 

He owns *' this expofition of the word is new." P. 44. 
** Nor is it original^ his own." P^ 33. ** but he offers it 
*^ as a candidate amongft others, and, if it be refie£led on 
" without prejudice, hefhall be in no pain about its carry* 

•* ing the eleaion " P. 45. 

. + Jehmuab our Aieini is one Jebwfab^ i. e. fays he, 
p. 8. *< The ielfivbiUleat Being, our JUies, is one felf- 
" fubfiftent Being.". 

inter" 
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ihterpofers^ oUies^ covenanter Si or contrdS^ 
ing powers. 

« Were it ncft" (fays Mr Bite; p. ^o.) 
^^ a matter of fo great coniequehce as the 
^* determining with prectfion the meaning 
^^ of the moft important^^ords men can be 
^^ concerned with, it would malce one 
" laugh to fee what a variety of fenfes the 
" Arabic Dolors give to the Hebrew word 
^ rhtif and are each in their turn con- 
*^ tended for, imder as much feeming con- 
" virion as the H n s contend for the 
" fenfe the Prophets give the word, &cf* 

Bu T I diink Mr Bate would do well to 
confider ieriouily with himfelf (for as he 
truly fays, it is not a matter to be laughed 
at) what a variety of fenfes the H ■ n s 
g^ve to this word, under pretence of con- 
tending for the fenfe which the Prophets 
give it : And how far they have determined 
it with precijion. Or if the precifm appear 
only in his own conflruAion, vizi that 
" Alah is iimply a curfe^ and has no othef 
« fignification/' P. 28. What it is we 
muft fay of the one idea throughout^ tnz. 
Pojition I by which another H n deter- 
mines the meaning of the word vnih precis 
fon ; or of the other primary and leatding 

fenfe 



f6nie of tJie word, viz.. hferpo^tohj which 
gives the image according to a third. 

Mr M(H>dy alio, Who fpcaksof prccifion of 
ideas in the Heireiv language, would do 
well to confider, whcthier tihis variety of 
rtdiiig ideas or images given byhimfelf and 

other H- ns^ can do any credit to that 

maxim which he lays down, p. 17. as 
Mr JEPs, viz. " That eadh rcsol has only 
" one ruling idea or image, &c'' For of 
what behefit is this fbppbfed geheiral rule to 
lisi if it will not help us td afcfeirtain the true 
radical meaning of the mofi important wards 
men can be cwcerned nvith ? Nay, if on the 
contrary it rather prbvb the occafion of 
greater-variance about thb proper fignifica- 
tion of words {and wards of the greateji con^ 
fequence) among thofe who endeavour to 
apply it, than they could be fuppofed to 
have fallen intt), if they had hot been mlf- 
guided by it ? 

fiurls I intend a morb particular e^-» 
amination of this rule before I conclude, I 
Khali fay no more of it here, but fhall pro- 
ceed to confider the conftfuAions of the 
word given by my two other opponents, 
the author of the Chrijiian Plan^, and 
Mr£bUoway. 

G To 
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To the fbnner I have but litde to £iy» 
becauic I am not fure what ruling idea he 
gives to it, whether oatby or curfe^ or con^ 
traB. He tells us, p. 4, " An oatb is 
" fuppofed to have ps^d between the Di- 
" vine Perfons— - — ^that this oatb is called 

" A L E.- ^That as it was taken for the 

" greater folemnity, and principally with 
" regard to the redemption of man, it was 

" of tht execratary kind. ^That.the three 

*^ Perfons concern'd in this covenant and 
'f agreement were denominated Communione 
« Idiomatum^ ALEIM or Elohimr 

. He tells us, p. 30. Kh^h^zsiexecratory 
" oatb^ fo called from the Second Perfon's 
" engaging provifionally to redeem man, 
" by becoming a curfe for him./* 

^ Now here. I am at a lofs to underftand, 
whether this learned Writer n>eans that the 
oatb was of the execratory kind, on account 
of itis being made with execration^ according 
to Robert/on s defcription *, qijoted withap- 

• Juravit, maledixi^ adjuraviti juramento adftrinxit 
fcfe, yft\ alteram ^dUUa imprecaHoMt indt tuim.i^H txc- 
cNitio. ^ed non eft tatitam juramentHfii tpppcn^tionis^ quo 
quis fe ita aftringit fed etiamconjuratiocinn aliis additdex" 
e<frafione. At 11^)32^ eft tan turn juramenta'ni^xrf imprecai- 

pro- 
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jproljatibn 1^ our author at pi ^ 5. Or Oh dc- 
bount o£ an execration being the principal 
feibjed oif it, nHsii The provifibnal engage- 
inent bf the Secbtid Pcrfon by oi^b to be- 
come a curje for mankind : (For fo the 
Wrds above cited fcem to imply) Or laftly, 
whcflier he means that the ALE of the 
Second Perfon was ati eocecratory oath on 
both thcfe accounts : as he exprefies 
himfelf in anothef- place— p; 25. *^ The 
** oath named ALE, bcfidcs the general 
^* penalties incurr'd by falfe fwcarfcrs, feems 
*• to be liable to fome particular iForfeiture 
*• or f»ry?/'i— i-And " Cbn^^ not being 
«* liabliB to an Ak becaufe he performed 
*' what he fwore," is a mere cavil^ " be-» 
" caiife to be made a curfe for his brethren 
** was one of the things he fwore to per-* 
« form.'* 

But tlien^ by what follows for the in- 
tcrpretatiofl oi jikim^ it fliould feem as if 
the other two Perfons were jo called^ only 
on account of their contraSi with the Se-^ 
cond Perfon, and with each other, to bear 
their refpeftivc fhares in fullfilling the end 
of the Second Perfon's ALE, 

G 2 I SHALt 
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I SHALL give the intire paragraph iit 
the margin to fpeak for itfelf*f-. But I 
may take for granted, that the author had 
no eye or regard in this accotmt of ALE 
to the radical ideas of pofition or interpoji^ 
tion. 

Mr Hdkway is more clear and determi- 
nate in what he fays, which will enable 
me to give him a more diftind ^^fy* 

His Particular Remarks begin with 
thefe words, p. 5. 

" Dr Sbarfs great ftumbling-block, and 
'^ that which I think pttt him upon his 
*< whole piece of doubtful difputation, was 
" that the idea of the root. for the divine 
<^ name Elabim had been fuppofed by the 
^^ the late Mr Hutcbinfmy and fome others, 
" to have refpedt to an oath and covenant 

f '< But as the A LB or execratoiy oath^ fo called from 
'* the Secdnd Perfon^s engaging proWfionally to redeem 
" man, by fuflfering and becoming a carfc ion him, for 
^f which end he was to aiFume the huinan natare. and was 
" to become incarnate, was the principal part of the fcheme 
« of redemption, the Perfoiis covenanting td tSltd thb gra« 
** cioas defign, might njoith gf^at propriety be denomioattd 
** Mfim- For though the Second Perfoti undertook the 
" part of becoming a carfe in his humanity, yet the other 
" two Perfons of the EiTence took and performed their re- 
** fpedive parts in the execution of this amazing plan of re- 
'5 demptiont All the cwtreUiing Pariiee were therefore 
'• A LE I Ur anfiiMH PUn, p. 30.— 

" made 
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" made and enter d into by the Divine 
" Perfons before the Creation, and after- 
*' wards fevelral times repeated and referred 
^' to under the Patriarchal and Legal Dif^ 
" penfations. Which the Do^w^ it feems 
"could not bear to hear of, prefuming 
*• there was in reality no fucb oath or cove-- 
" nant at all^ prior to that covenant which 
" was made, as people ufually term it, with 
" Abraham^ &c. But in this the DoSIor 
^' appears to be under a great mifVake as a 
" Diviner 

Had this learned adverfary recoUefted, 
when he wrote this paragraph, the merits 
of the caufe I undertook againil Mr C/ he 
would, I think, have put my ftumbling- 
block in a ftronger light than he is pleafed 
to reprefent it in. 

I T was not thfc idea of a root fuppofed to 
have refpedt to the oath before the Creation 
(as be foftly words it) that gave me the of- 
£^nce, but the aiTerting an antemundane 
execratbry oath as^ ne'cejary to be acknow- 
l/^g^d, and admitted for the right under* 
ftanding of Revealed Religion. And this 
aifertion fupported only by the etymological 
evidence of the wprd Elobim,: Which evi- 
dence, as th^n ftated and ofF(;r'd, I judged 
G 3 ihiuf- 
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infufiident to prove a fad: of fb extnprdi? 
nary a nature, and of fuch extraordinar^r 
confeqKence jto be beiieried, as was repre^ 
fcntcd. 

And had he attended ^to what I £iid in' 
p. 42, and 43. h« would not, I prefume, 
have put the covenant upon the fame foot- 
ing of offence to me that h^ put the oath : 
much lefs would he have added, that I /nre- 
fumed thpre was in reaiity no covenant at al( 
prior to that which was made with Abra-- 
ham. 

The Queftion between Mr C. and me 
was, Whether the Divine Perfons could 
be faid in any proper fenfe to /wear to ead) 
other y or to lay tfiemfelves unJer a conditional 
execration \ and whether they were deno- 
minated Ekbim from that aBy or from 
fomc other acpount. And, covenant^ how- 
ever occafionally mentioned, was not taken 
into c<mfideration under this queftion. I 
muft therefore except ag^alnft Mr Holloways 
pnneding cwen^nt fo cloiely wkh oatb^ 
when he fpeaks of my notions of them, jin 
oath indeed between the Irvine Perfons,- 
vrhen it is proved, will imply a covenant 
t^tween them. But a covenant doth nof 
imply an oath. Anc! may as well be con^ 

feived 
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x:tived to be xn^e wi'fhout imedtB, as with 
one : much eafier conceived when the Di^ 
:vine Perfons are the covenanters. 

But fays Mr Holltnvayi p. 6* " Tlierc 
" certainly was an oath~betwixt the Di- 
" vine Perfons— before the world was.'' * 

Now this I confefs was, and is yet, my 
*great ftumbling-block, which nothing that 
he hath hitherto^ofFer'd hath any tendifacy 
to remove. 

I THINK the author of the Chrijiidn 
Flan has fpoken more judiciouflj^, becaufe 
'more cautiouflyy in dfelivering hfe fentimtnts 
concerning this matter. -'* There was bd- 
V** fore all worlds a covenant. (P. 3.) Ah 
** oadi is fiippofed to have piafled belweeh 
" the three Divine Perfoiis,; {P. 4.)~Ifthe 
" the vrord Ehhim be fuppofed to be in ufe 
" at^the Creation — «-(P. 14.) This muft 
"be allowed to be j kind of prefumptinie 
^* evidence in favour of this IfiterpYetatiori. 

(P. 15.) • 

Ye T I much queftion whether Mr Hol^ 
Jo^ay $ attempt to ptovt the certainty oftht 
antcmundane oath, of which he fpeaks fo 
knowingly, will come up to, and pafs foi*, 
tvea a prefumptive evidence. « • -" 

G4 THi« 
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This attempt is made in )mjmfiparti^ 
cidartUmark^ p. 6. where he tMnks <' th^ 
^* matter is demonftt^Je from only one fiii«- 
"glet3extof3tP^?//-" . 

** Thp text I mean (ikys he) is Hsb. iv. 
^ I, 2, 3. where- tjie holy Apoftlc, after 
" fpf^ipg pf the n^ixt pnfmife and /iferw/- 
" fling of God upon his oath^ to bring fomc 
** men to enter into his Refty and exciud<i 
« others : The Apoftle, I fay, after Ipeak- 
" iilg of this nafb pf God, &c. as declared 
" m titne tg yrael in ths wildompfs (io 
« ir(?r. :}. $ijd ft)rmcr n^pmbc^ of yer. 3.) 
." corrects himfclf as it w* r? with m adver^- 
" fative [although]? Althtmgb (f^ys he in 
*^ the latter membc^r of ver. 3.) the works 
" were finiihed from the fpund^tion of the 
" world. Or as Nqldm on liev* xiii. 8. 
<^ aod other par^allel places, re^iders this 
" phrafe more properly!Pr-^ig/«r^ thefounda^ 
." tim of the world. Now" what were thi? 
" works which are thus faid to have bee^ 
^* finiftied before the wprld ? I anfwer, 
f f tbofe of the faid promifij threditning^ and 
*' Qdtkj relating to the Reft^ and confer 
« quently the Reft itfelf alfo," 

This is the argument, And it is 
fpuhpied upon three points, which muft be 
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prnaouily afccf t^in'd before it can be ad^ 
puttsed in^o proof. Efpecially as the paflagc 
itfelf is acknowledged, by moft men who 
havjp.cppmented upqn it, to be none of thi^ 
cleareft; and alfo becaufe the faSi for 
whidj it is produced, ^s a voucher, re-' 
quires fome fplear teflimony, ibmetbing 
more authentic^ with due fubmiffion to 
Mr Hollawayj than hjs own conjetf^ure 
poncerning a ne^ and probable pnftrudioa 
pf thepaflage. 

In the firft place he would have x«»7oi 
{which he explains by the adverfa^ive Jl^ 
thv^h^ and with which, he feys, the 
Apoftle, as it were, corrects himfelf ) re- 
ferred to God's aSi of fwearing in the wil- 
dernefs, inftead of referring it only, as aU 
other interpreters do, (all at leaft which J 
havjp ponfulted) to xftlairauo-iv ^y viz, thp 
lafl: words of the oath immediately pre- 
ceding. 

Hb is pleafed to fay, that the. Apoftle, 
after fpeaking of the oath of God^^^ de>* 
clared in time to Ifrae/y corre£ks himfelf /ft 
this part with an adverfative Jlthough. But 
has he given, or can he give, any reafon 
:^hy the Apoftle ftxould corred hWelf /> 

this 
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tins part rekting to tie oath in particular? 
Unlefs it be that the fuppofition of his do- 
ing fo, will ferve for a foundation to the 
argument he wj^nts to introduce, of God's 
Jwearing before the world was. 
" ^HE Reft of God is the principal and 
leading fubjeft here. And ^* upon th6 
^* true interpretation of xalatwwo^iir, twice in 
^* this yerfe, and once in verfe ift, de- 
** pends the true fenfe of this chapter," as 
Dr Wbiiby juftly obferves. And it is to 
this Reftitizt xa/Ioi and tfya, ywOnfe that fol- 
low it have the moft obvious and eafy re- 
fpefl: : M^hereas Mr HoUoway^ reference of 
diem, to the oath itfelf, as w^U as to the 
Refty is diftant^ ftrained, and top uncertain 
to build an argument upon. 

This will be made more apparent in 
my next enquiry, viz. Whether the works 
(<f>w»') in this verfe can reafonably be un- 
derftood of any other works than tbofe im- 
mediatdy mentioned in the next verfe, 
where God is iaid to have reftcd On the fc- 
venth day ^(W7 all his worksy (row t^m «u7».) 

Here again I think the interpreters 
are unanimous , ' that by the works ji- 
nijhed are meant the works of the Cre- 
ation, 
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ation^ and'thofe only *. But Mr JSS^/? 
foway will have the warJts finijhed to bo 
GodiS ^^ prwiifi^ tbrsatning^ and oOfb^ re-r 
'' ladng to the R^^ and confeqnently dio 
" Reft itfelf k\(o. For thcfe (fays he) are 
^ die immediately antecedent particulars^ tof 
^^ ^hich the -works expfcffixi to have been 
^5 finifhed, as aforefaid ar$ anneiced and 
ff do rdate/' P. 7. 



f TitE rendering of kai^oi by fgaptvis, or by nr«r /tf^#«' 
or by ^ ptt^em {for it fignifieth toy of thefe) may give 
IbmethSog offtdifierenttnm tothepdErge, bat will yield 
BO fenfe bat what is immediately Tdative to the works of 
cicatioii. Our traniiation follows that of Asm, who cor* 
feRtd the et fuidem of the Fuigatt by Scet, quamvii.'^ 
*^ Ut fit fenfas, qnamfis reqnietis Dei nomine alicubi figni* 
t^ fioetor cel&tio a coodendo mondo, Deom tamen de terrt 
** Cianaan foqaentem reqoietir nomen illi triboiile ia illo 
5* ftK»jii^*iirandor Not.inUc. 

f n^^waparaphrafes the |NdCige without the adverlatifo 
Altb9Ugb* Sicut juravi in iri mea, fi inCfoibantiavequiieni 
flieui; rw«fi«^t>rimaZ)eireques}ammu]ds retro fo^^ 
}» (MweeffiSety ttlmiriiln operibos ilfias in orbe condendo 
peifedis^ 

See Jac. Capittus^ paraphrafe of die Vulg. with a paAm^ 
^pud Crit. Sac. 

AMD Aone have given a be tt e r ^araphnfe than our 
Xhr jZomsMW.'^By God*s Reft, I mean not what is ib oft 
cdlcd by thai name, the SaUathr^iSbittt are more ttefts of 
Cod b^fide and after that.' That mentioned in the Pftlmlft; 
Pfalm xcv. 8. *i8 called 'G«^i Rsft^ diou^ it were many 
yean after the ereaiioB of die world* 

But 
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But djough fromife^ tbriatningy and 
mA&, are all of them antecedent particulars^^ 
as well as JUJi^ yet there is no apparent 
ccmnqpcxi between them and the works, 
as there \% between Rejl (the immediate 
aiitecedent partiqilar) and the Huorks. And 
^hen Mr Hplkway goes farther, and ex-r 
pla^s f^ by oatby promifiy and refi *f-, and 

f Hi s words are " Although the worb [the works 
'< thas next abovementionM, wss. Thofe works of the 
<< ^aib^ prmifi, and reft, &c] were finiifaed hom befi>re 
«< the fbiindation of the worid.*' P. 7.--— There is indeed 
a text wl^ch in oor tranflacion &ems 10 £nroar the .notion o^ 
a t^m^ Utcr^ly <P^^ before the foundation of the world, 
WJB. fitA. 2.-— T-" In hope of eternal life, which God, 
« who caiuiot lif, prom/id hefuri ihg ttforidteg^m,** 

Mr M^ify injS^ Verjr peremptorily upon this tejet againfb 
sne, p* 5if 52» CsTr. He.iays, ** a frmmfi in God pre-^ 
<« foppoles an n^H, and is built upon it. So that when the 
«' Scriptures' fiiy ixfrifilj^-^^Jiimly^ that God prmiftd 
<' before the ^Id be^, whea the^e were no creaturof in 
" being, JsTr.*^ . 

Mr Jb§ab fays, p. zz. If I had attended to tUs, I 
would have fpared faying,,, that when diere were no ciea- 
tures, God*s from/it or 9atbt feem to have no place. 

It is.citedalfe in t|ic QbrifiianFlw^ p. 47* and by 
Mr iatit p. 50. 

. 9vT the aiUwer to them all is this : that .«-( x^d^r 
Ai^Vi»Vf (for that is the ApolUf *9 ejegrei^ in this texx\ « 
doth.net neceflarilyij as tlieyliuppofe, mean b0f9rt tbetvarid 
^ZOMg but it means hfon amitMt timgs, or bffirf tbt timtt 
of the 3^iv;ijb »gpi, or beforp die jlhfi^c QecQQOmy^ o| 
Difpeniation. S^Te Li^bifoat^ Hammond, audj^rthf^sf 

■:i even 
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even ftilesthefe exprcfsly "worksy he ipdaks, 
in my apprehendon, very inaccuratdy. 
For, not to infift on the feeming improN- 
priety of interpretmg the w^ks FINIS tt* 
£D (he puts this word in capitals a few 
lines below) of oaths or prtmifes unful/Ukd^ 
yet how can we underftand xaif««'«vo-K, as 
he doth, to be f(>'o^ and a ^Reft that is to 
laft for ever to be a wn-kjinijhed. 

He iays indeed, that ** the account 
'^ given of them is worded after this man* 
** ner, to exprefs that they were all dtme^ 
''fettled, FINISHED, by God before 
f ' the Creation " Ibid. But let us firft be 
fure that this text relates to works Jinijhed 
before the world was. And this leads us 
to the third and laft enquiry, viz. Whe- 
ther airo wAobUktiK kotim, in this text may fig« 
nify the iame thing with ^;o Ko3aCo)ini xovfiM 
in other parts of the N. Tefi. 

His argument turns principally upon this 
hinge. And tW his main ftrcfs (hould 
have been laid in proving the affirmative, 
he has been very fparing of his endeavours 
that way. 

All the authority he alledges for 
tranflating AHO xalaCoXnc Kocrp, BEFORE 
the foundation of the world, is Noldiiis^ 

who 



^W (as he tells) V rw^ferj /^ /i^^ ^' 
VRev«xiit. 8. md uher paralkl places'' ki 
this feofe. 

. Now as Noldim is the dnijr ^tliority 
that perhaps could be produced^ k would 
not: luive been amifs to have ^ven his tranf^ 
lation, or his oomment cfn the {daces 
abovemention'dy or at kail to have £dd 
where fuch an extraordinary interpretation 
might be found. But as this is not done^ t 
greatly fuiped that Noldius is no further 
^ncemed in the matter, than by his hav--' 
ing referred in his Heirew parficks to fomtf 
texts in the N. Teft. (and among die refl 
to Rev. xiii. 8.) for a fenfe of om, which 
m his opinion correfpcmded widi one of thef 
uiages of the prefixed 8 in the EkhreWy vizi 
That ufage whereby it is made to fignify in 
certain cdes> ante^ before %. And if this 
be all that Noldius hath done> (I am eafily 
fx>nfuted if I miilake in my conjedure) it 

]: The paflage in Ndldius which I fuppofe to be the |rface' 
itferrM to by Mr Hoihway is this.—'' r^byn:hrh ani$ af- 
^ ocDfiim Jud. iriii. 13. nyo mh ttinpitt, tfa. xlfiii. 
'* 16. )KDa9/f tone. Prw. viii. 22. Et iwo Mmitk 
«' XXV. 34. (ooUat. Efb, i. 4.) 2 Thef ii. 13. («oUat. 
•'•2 Tim. I ^.) I Johttl I. Apoc.idil S/* (Hmisthe 
text to which I Mpe£t the reference is axade) <* and xfii. K, 
toflat Efi. i. 4.)"— Edit. Hafni 1679. P- S46» 

< : had 
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had been perhaps as well not to have called 
in his teftimony. For tho' there may be 
a reaibnable pretence to appeal to him (fo 
£u: as his audiority may go) for the con^ 
ftrudtion of thofe texts to which he cx- 
prefsly refers, yet there is no room, I pre-* 
fume, to call Mm in as a voucher for the 
fame conftru(9tion of particles in texts which 
he onnts, as he doth this we are upon ; 
. cfpecially confidering how careful he feems 
to have been to omit nothing in his col- 
ledion of references that would fuit his 
purpofes, or which he even fancied might 
fuit them, tho' it really did not. In this 
very place, for inftance, where h? refers 
to Rsv. xiii. 8. he refers alfo to 2 I'heJJ.iu 
13. for an »w in the conftrud:ion of ante^ 
where yet the phrafe, when you turn to it, 
is found to be «w afX'if- Whether this be 
a pFoper inflance of fuch conftru£bion of 
airoj I fhall leave to others. And fhall only 
defire Mr Holhway to think with himfelf, 
what he would fay to a new interpretation 
of any other text, fupported only by fuch a 
reference to Noldius as he himfelf has made, 
for the fupport of his own conftrudtion of 
the text now under confideration.-—Let 
the inftance be given io Matk xix. 8. coin 

cerning 



cerning divorces. " From the bcgin-J 

** ning it was not fo**— [««•* «fx^f . J or as! 
Noldius on 2 Ihjf. ii. 13. and other paral- 
lel places renders this phrafc more properly 
before the beginning. I hope he will allo\^ 
that the cafe is the very fame in regard 
to the text in hand, with which NelMs 
hath no more concern, (if I have ftated 
the n^atter right,) than he has with (tit 
pai&ge about divorces. 

But what is more, the phrafe *rd xeSa^t^ 
Anc *«r/wr is not only referr'd to by Noldius 
for an wo fignifymg ante^ and correfpond- 
ing to one ufage of the D prefixed in the 
Heb. SS. but it is referred to by him for an 
flwro fignifying ^, or ab^ (544-) and corref- 
ponding to another, and that the moil 
common ufage of the D prefixed. And 
thus Noldius becomes as good authority for 
rendering aipo xalaSoKng xo<r/Av, in the text un- 
der confideration, from the foundation, as 
he is in Mr Hblhwafs fight, for rendering 
it before the foundation of the world. And 
our common tranllation may be defended 
(if it were needful) by Mr Holloways own 
argument, viz. From the foundation, &c. as 
Noldius on Matth. xiii. 35. and tabef paraU' 
Id places renders the phrafe moft properly. 
* Thb 
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ThS fame expreffion occurs in another 
pkce of this epiftle, where our tranflators 

have given ecvo \yjjince. For then mufl 

he have often fuffered fince the foundation 
of the world, Heb. ix. i6.-- — -I think 
Mr Holloway would fucceed juft as well in 
the application of the fame reafoiiing *ver^ 
hatim to this text (in order to fliew that 
Jince might be rendered more properly be-^ 
fore) ^s he has fucceeded in applying it to 
the other iicprejjhn of the fame v^rriter that 
has been under examination. 

I F I have feem'd tedious or over-curious 
in difcuffing this particular, which in the 
eye of fome may appear very minute, I 
hope it will be remember'd that, fmall as 
it is, confider'd in itfelf, it has been ufed 
as the mainjiep to a conclufion of very great 
confequence. And that my fetting it quite 
afide as an argument (which I flatter my- 
felf is now done) and thereby breaking the 
chief link of the propofed demonjiration^ has 
favcd me tlie trouble of replying to thofe 
triumphant encomiums * that are beftowed 

on 

« • «« Upon the whole,'* (fays Mr Hollonuay^ p. 8.) 

** foch is the vaft tour of this noble conteft : It enters^ as 

*' the occafion of the apoftolic argument led, into the 

H '• middle 
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dn the pretended concluflon for five pages 
together. And whenever Mr Holloway 
fhall be able to (hew either from the 
grammatical conftruftion of the particle 
«To, or from the appatent fcope of the 
place, or from efteem'd verfions Old or 
New -f, or from any other good autho- 
rity, that it ought to be rendered in this 
text BEFORE inftedd of FROM, it 
will then be time enough to take the re- 
mainder of his difquifition on this paflage 
into clofer confideration : Afiid particularly 
his diftindlion between the oath, and the 

word of the oath Heb. vii. 28. which 

is altogether founded on his notion of the 
oath itfelf " being finijhed before the worlds 
** were made." P. 10. 

<* middle ftate and coarfe of things in the world, which, as 
*^ in divine rapcare, it carries Ixhck in an ihftant to their be^ 
" ginnings, in order to bring down and lead on to both 
•• their endings ? referring the DMnt Oath and Promife de- 
•• dared in the world to the high originals ofthtfame he- 
*' fore the world, and from thence handing on the united 
'* account of ^0/^, to. the coming of C^r/)? in perfon to per- 
*' form part of the works leading to that final Reft, fo fe- 
'^ cared for us by the faid oath and covenant from eternity, 

t The Syriac renders it HD^^T nnitt; jp ab initio 
^ndi. So alfo the Jrabic and jEtifiopie both in this text, 
and in that other« Hib, ix. 26. where the duiie phrafe oc* 
cun. 

He 
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14 fi clofes his cofnment on this text 
with acquainting the world, that they 
** have a vaft Thefaurus of proofs befides 
" thefe to demonjirdte that the whole dif- 
*^ penfation of Chriftianity, and confe- 
'* quently the oath and covenant revealed to 
** the Patriarchs in timey were all fettled 
*^ and finijhed (as the bleffed Apoftle ex-» 
** prefleth it) by the Divine Perfons before 
** all time ;" which he " hopes will be 
** fliewn at large another day by a much 
*' more ableh^/' P. 12. 

I SHALL be glad to fee any diing well 
made out upon this fubjet^ by any hand- 

But my hopes of feeing this are greatly 
abated, from oWerving the efFe<ft of the firft 
experiment tried in this way upon the text 
laft under coniideration. One would ima« 
gine that, out of their vaft TChefaurus of 
proofs, the moft pertinent texts to their 
purpofe (if any were to be produced for my 
convidlion) would have been firft brought 
up. And if Mr Hblloway really judged this 
fo, (as I am apt to think he did, by his 
faying that the matter was demonftrable from 
this fingle text alone) I cannot have fo 
great a dependance either on his judgment, 
or on his encouraging promifes oi future 

H 2 demon* 
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demonftrationsj as I fhould otherwife have 
had. And poflibly what he prefaged (when 
he wrote) would bejhewn at large^ another 
dayy hy a much more able handy has already 
received its accomplifhment in the publica- 
tion of the Chrijtian Plan^ &c. if not to 
the full extent of Mr Holloway\ wifhes, yet 
as far at leaft, * and as compleatly as could 
well be expefted, confidering the nature 
and difficulty of the undertaking. — A de- 
monfl'ration from etymological evidence'^-^asid 
the impoffibility of putting human conjee-^ 
tures into fuch a drefs, as to ma]$:e them 
pafs for Scripture DoSlrine. 

All that I (hall further obfcrve upon 
i)ols firjl particular remark of Mr Hollowayy 
is this : that he feems therein to be more 
inviolably attached to the itotion- of a real 
oath having paffed between the Divine Per- 
fons hefore the Creation j than fome others of 
my opponents are. 

Mr Batej now at leaft, fpeaks with 
great caution on this head. He avoids ex- 
prefsly affirming, what. Mr Holloway aflerts, 
that " there certainly was an oath between 
*• the Divine Perfons before the world was*. 

Mr 

• " They (wK. The Perfons in the GodhccJ) made a 

^ (QT^nant^ or confulted the Cottncil of Salvation between 

' ^ " them- 
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Mr Moody ^foy in the words of his in- 
genious friend (to whom he is greatly 
obliged for many paflages, if all that is 
printed, as quotation from an unknown au- 
thor, is to be afcribed to the fame perfpn) 
reprefents the antemundane tranfadtion with 
proper circumfpedtion -f-. 

I GIVE 

*• thcmfclvcs, and /won to perform it, if not *when they 
** made the covenant^ at lead when they admitted man into 
•• it/' P. 75. 

" Whethrr it was in timty or before time that they did 
** it, their really having done it, takes ofF all that repug- 
'* nancy to our natural ideas of God, which this low conde- 
*• fcenfion feems to carry along with it.*' P. j^. 

" But tho* the texts, fo largely criticifed on by the 
*' Dod>or, certainly refer to an oath made by God to Ahra- 
** bam in perfon, yet they all fuppofe a prior covenant in 
*^ favoor of man, and make tbat and the oath to Abraham 
*' to be the fame in fubftance, and nuould lead one to think, 
** that the original waj confirmed by oatb^ as WcU as the 
copy." P. 76. 

" We may fairly coUeQ that the covenant was confirmed 
" by oath. \ye may juftly look for the date of the 

" -<^A7-6 in the covenant." Ibid, 

+ " As the Fall of Man was an event forefeen, the mu* 
" tual interfofition or n!?N whence they took their name' 

" C3'n!?t^ was made and concerted before man was 

'* fent into the world upon his trial \ and as confider'd in 
** different refpedb, had different names in Scripture. Some- 
•* times it is callM the Counfel, fometimes the Will, Pur- 
" t^fi» Promife, and fometimes the Covenant of God.— • 
'* 7he hidden wifdom which God ordainM before the world/ 
" (f race given us in Cbrift Jefui before the world began. 
G 3 *• What 
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SECT. IV. 



ALIKE difference of fantiment will 
neceflkrily (hew itfelf, in the cxpo- 
iitions given by my opponents to thofe 
feveral texts of Scripture which I had cited 
to prove that ^7K^ 'verify and notm^ were 
as capable of bearing the fcnfe of adjuring^ 
and adjuration^ as they were of bearing 
thofe oi /wearing and o^tbs^ or curjing and 
execration. 

I INSTANCED, I think, in all the 
. places where it is commonly taken for a 
wr3, or for a noun under the verfion by 
oath. 

My inftanccs of the verbs were htHy 
t\hvi, Sn^, inSttnS, with two more, men- 
tioned as dpul)tful whether verffs or nouns^^ 
P. 15. 

As 
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A8 to.the firft infbince, viz. htfjoelu 
8. whereas it is evident from the context^ 
that it could neither be taken in Mr Cs 
fenfe oifwearingy nor in mine of adjuring^ 
I fet it afide, as not appertaining to thepre- 
fent queftion. But I remarked that Mr H, 
I thought) had little reafon to make a doubt 
of its being an inflexion of nW ; for, tho* 
it is true, as he obferved, that its being ome 
fo wrotey is no certain proof of its being thcr 
verb n?^* yet it is more " regularly formed 
" from that verb, being the imperative fe-- 
" minine from thence, than his rTl*7K was, 
"as the part, pajjivey (Dijfert. p. i6.) 
And now I remark further, that it may re^ 
fer to ^IHK at ver. 6. which will fliew the 
reafon why it is in the^;?j^«/tfr number and 
feminine gender, and remove Mr Bate^ ex- 
ceptions on that fcore, in p. ly. 

Nevertheless I mentioned in a 
note Sk or SVn gemuitj as an Hebrew root 
yet prefcrved in the Arabic^ from whence 
it might probably come, if it came not, as 
Mr H. doubted, from n'jK. This Mr Bate 
fays (p. 19.) is " intirely giving up the 
" derivation from nW, and fetching it 
f * from the Arabic. And fo the Arabic 

"note 
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"note is in dired contradidlion to the rca- 
" foning in the book itfclf." 

Mr Bate often diverts himfelf with thefe 
kind of turns, and with fuggeftions either 
of my contradij3ing myfelf, or my being 
pontradidcd by thofp whom he fuppofes to 
have been my aflbciates and afliftants in 
drawing up the Difertafions. But he often, 
by this means, lofes light of the point he 
is, or ought to be, purfuing.— — He in- 
fifts here upon the v^rord h^ being plural^ 
like the verbs in verfe the 5th, and appli- 
cable only to the inhabitants of the land ; 
and yet he compounds it with a Jingular 
promuriy and fays " K ha ! h me ! put to- 
" gether may be a word for woe or lamen-' 
" tationr And nSn^D h^ means " there 
^^ pall be lamentation like that of a virgins/* 
P. 17. I muft not fay that he is inconfi- 
ftent with himfelf, for he adds, what is 
of a piece with the reft, " this will make 
" grammar of it, which Dr Sharps con- 

" ftrud:ion doth not/* P. 18. However 

my conftrudlion fhews, that I did not in- 
tirely give up its derivation from n7l<. 

Mr Moody y on the other hand, fays, " it 
/* cannot fignlfy lament^ or ululay (p. 39.) 
" unlefs it be an inflexion of SSs becaufe 

"it 
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^' it will interfere with the meaniBig of SS*, 
." and thcfe two words will have the fame 
*^ meanbg, .contrary to one of Mr Jf^s po- 
*^ fitions, therefore it Should be render d 
*' h^ interpofcj or let theje be an interp(h 
^^Jitim unto the change of condition, as^ 
" or after the manner of a virgin girded 
*^ with fackcloth for the hulband of Ker 
" youth, p. 38."— —He interprets it of 
the Church o(Jerufakm exhorted to inter^ 
pofe to a change of her condition. 

So that Mr Bate has as much reafon t^ 
complsdn of Mr Moody ^ as of me for under- 
ftading hvi in the imperative mood^ femimne 
gender, and fingular number. And till 
they fhall adjuft thefe differences between, 
themfelves, my conftrudiion perhaps, which 
is the common one, may be thought to 
ftand good. 

rhvi. Judg. xvii. 2. 

I s A I D this word was {ti^fecondperfon 

fendnine in Kalpr^et. fignifying adjurafti^ as 

the interlineary verfion has it ; and this I 

efpoufed as the moft obvious and cafy con* 

ftruftion* Differt. p. i6* 

Three 
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. Three of my opponents, who fpcak 
to it, agree that it is not right, but difagree 
with each other in every thing elfe, 

Mr Aboab propofes jurafti in the fenfe 
of " binding herjflfhy oath or vow, to em- 
" ploy eleven hundred Jhekels of filver in 
" making two images." P. 13. But he 
does not obviate my obje£tion to this, which 
was, that fhc gave only two hundred ftie- 
kels of this fum for thepurpofe mentioned; 
whereas had it been in difcharge of her 
oath^ (he muft have given the whole. 

He fays indeed " (he rcfcrved the re- 
'** mainder for a temple^ and epbody and te^ 
" raphimy and an annual payment for the 
" prieft." Ibid. But for this fuppofition 
he has no fort of authority. Yet he fays 
♦' it is the moft natural, literal, and proba- 
" ble explanation, according to the origi- 
" nal words." Ibid. ^ And tho' the tranfla- 
tions and Lexicons feem to favour me, as 
he owns, " yet (fays he) we now ftudy 
.*' our Bible with better light, and upon 
*' better foundationi than the tranjlators 
^^ and lexicographers ^id." P. 14. 

Yet neither Mr Batey nor Mt Moodyi 
who ftudy their Bible with this new and 
better light, can come into this conftruc- 

tion 
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tion which he extols fo much. The for- ^ 
mer faith tyOH is to be interpreted of " the 
" curfe or 6ann publickly to be pronounced 
" upon all who were partners in the theft/* 
P. 20. And becaufe Micab's mother had 
no right to pronounce this curfe herfelf, be 
thinks the word is in Hipbil ; and adds- ■ 
^' I hope the Doiftor will not retraft the 
" approbation he is . pleafed to give this 
," conftrudion of fP*7N, when he fays, 
" p. 17. It appears mji natural: Even one 
" of Mr H ■ ns friends renders it byi 
^* tbou execrated/i or adjuredft me*' Ibid. 

This friend was Mr Bate himfelf, Ex^ 
nminer Examirid^ p. 19. And however I 
might approve his former conftruftion by 
adjuringy or even by execnaingy while un* 
derftood as the adt of Micab's mother, I 
can by no means approve his new interpre- 
tation 5 for neither can the verb be, as he 
is now pleafed to fuppofe, in Hipbily be- 
caufe it/wants the n, the charadteriftic of 
that mood'y nor will the circumftances of 
the times, when this bufinefs happened, 
correfpond with his conje<9xire, that ilie 
Height go to the High-Prieft to have th6 
curfe or bann publickly pronounced. 

Besides; 
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B £ s I D E s> fuch conftrudidhy ^ocbrding 
to Mr Mooify, '' ^ highly ii^uriou^ to the 
<< chara&er of Micab and his fnotber; It 
*^ is fuppofing that Meat had c6iimutt«tl a 
« robbery upon his mother/' P. 39^ 

Mr Mw^ further obferves, diat the 
words nhn ♦nW ^^ ^» adjurajii^ &c. are 
wrong tranflated : that they fhould be ren- 
dered, " B)r with nxy thou haft caufed an 
*< interpofition to be made unto the change, 
*« or on pain of changing thine own con- 
*' dition, to change the condition of this 
" filver, by dedicating it to Jebavab. ^"^ 
P. 41. 

Now as I am willing each of thefe G«- 
tkmen fhould enjoy his own expoiition, 
(and I wifli they may allow to each other 
the fame liberty) I hope they will permit 
me to abide by mine. 

I Sam. xiv. 24. ** Saul 7H^ baJ adjured 
** the people, faying, Curfed be the man, 
« &c.'' Thus our tranHation, which I 
efpoufed. 

Bu T Mr jiioai tells me that this is not 
fight, for " iSW bound hirafelf by an oatb^ 
'« and fwore DyjrnK, WITH tbe people. 
" And thus, the fenfe (he %s) will be 
"very good." P. 15, 

Mr 
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Mr BatCy who had formerly underftood 
this pailage as our tranflation gives it, and 
who is cited by me, p. 19. as taking it in 
this fenfe, 'uiz. " Saul 7J{* adjured the peo- 
" pic," (fee his Examiner Examindy p, 19.) 
has, in this difpute with me, changed his 
mind : for otherwife I fhould have feemcd 
to have been in the right. And now he 
makes 7Ki the root, p. 21. whereby the 
meaning may be, that Saul " bad aSled 
" rajhly and foolijhly with the people, fay- 
" ing, Curfedy &c." p. 22. And, fays he, 
\^ had our Tranflators given us this fenfe of 
** the word, it had never been called in 
«' queftion." P* 23. 

B u T I believe it would have been both 
queftioned, and eafily exploded. Becaufe 
there is, I think, no inftance to be pro- 
duced in which the radical nun is caft away 
before a quiefcent letter, as it muft be if 
7N* comes from 7Ki : and becaufe the fenfe 
oi adjured IS fully confirm'd by the expref- 
fion in the 27th and 28th verfes, viz. 
Oyn nx y^ne^n be charged the people with 
an oatb *. 

* I fee Mr Kalmar hath made both thcfc exceptions Xq 
Mr Bati\ conftru^ion.— » 

Mr 
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Mr Mockiy % " that Vk^ conies as riltu- 
<< rally under htk as under any other root 
« affigned. So that it will very well beat 
•* the fenfe of interpofition : For Saul inter- 
*^ fofed or interfered with the people (by 
" oath) faying, Curfedy &c " p. 36. But 
Dyn nK rne^ri by which Sir is imme- 
diately explained, cannot fignify interpofing 
or interfering with the people, or confift 
with this conftru<aion any more than it 
doth with Mr Bates aBing rajhly. 

The reader has now three interpreta- 
tions of this paflage before him, all of them 
brought to confront the common one^ 
which I had appealed to, as ftrong in my 
favour. And he will chufe among them 
to his own liking. 

in^KH?. I Kings vixi. 31. 2 Chron. vi. 
22. 

I H AD obferved, p. 20. that this is the 
infinitive in Hipbil or rather Hophal — to 
caufe him to be adjured. And I cited the 
verfions as agreeing to this fenfe. Mr Aboab 
renders it, to caufe him to fwear^ to be 
bound by an oj/^, p. 16. 
V But Mr Bate^ p. 23. puts in his " non- 
" placet J* and fays, " This may as well be 
*' called a noun as a verb ifi the infinitive. 
^ "For, 
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*^ For/' as he adds, « ithas juft the fairiH 
** letters with the noufi^ and an oath laid 
** upon him for his oath, is jiift the fame 
^* thing with Caufing him to fwfear /• - • 

But then, as if he had conceded to6 
tiiuch in this conflru<!tioh, he varies it iii 
p. 33. whdre it ftdnds thus : " If any mah 
" trefpafs againft his neighboufj and a 
" curfe be laid upon him-^to bring him ^n^ 
" der a eurfe, &c." Here he makes in*7Kn 
c verb ; or elfe he fhould render it, as he 
did before in the cafe of an path, viz.^—A 
curfe be laid upon him for his curfe : And 
then he will preferve his nouhy tho' to what 
good fenfe he himfelf muft determine. 

B u T by which foever of thefe conftruc-* 
tions he fhall chufe to abide. Mi: Mboify 
will rejeft it as much as he doth Mr jiboab's 
or mine. For he interprets ^rhl!t^h " to 
" caufe him to hSjt, or to make or cauie 
. " him to become nW an interpojing perfortf 
*' or to interpofe in the affair/' P. 5^. 

One would imagine that the perfotiin^ 
terpoftng in this cafe ifhould be the Magi* 
grate or High-Pricft : For Mr B^^ hira^ 
felf allows, that this text fpcaks of " a curfe 
" pronounced by the High-Pricft, in order 
*' to difcovcr the truth," p- 33* But, if I 
I under- 
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undsribiid Mr M)o^ ri|^t, it k die tnef* 
pafler, who is fubpcmiaed to gnfwer to tlie 
cnquiryy diat is the interpa^. For lie iays^ 
«— ** tocaufeorfubpcBnal]dmtomf^r/^jaxMi 
<* the hSh the ferfonfi fubpemaedy ccniwbe- 
« fore thine tltar, €?c." P. 55. I appeal 
€igmn^ this conftrudfcion to Mr BMf. 

In the two remainitg placesi) w«. nSie 

^ iv. 1. and mW ^ x. 4. Ihad left 

it doubtful whether diey were wriv m the 

afimtivemoodj or to be interpreted of eafiff 

or curjes as nouns ; and I thouglM: 00 bo^ 

would be pofitive in aiTerting dther way. 

But Mr Bate iays, p. 13. that to him 

'" there feems no doubt (f their being nrnms,; 

« particularly Hof. iv. %"" tabe firft of dhicm. 

,0n the other hand^ Mr Ahoab is even 

^^ xaw:\ifurprized I (hould xnafce any doubt; 

^" in llhe Word nVl* ifc/! iv^ a. whether k 

." be a verb in the infinitive mood.— The 

" context requires it to be conftrued ^er- 

" bally y and not as a noun^ which will noake 

V no fenfe^ neither will the Hfbre^ admit 

j* of fuch.a conftruftion." P. 16, 17. 

^^ My doubt' therefore nxay continue, for 

Any thing either of them have iaid to ro* 

l»ove it. 

1 OAVB 



I HAVE ha^ now gone tlirb^ tlie iti» 
i^€66 vrftsTt r»7{l is thought to occur tfT ^ 
D^^ : And f Ih^l clofe this aificle with 
two or thrtt inler^noes fwm vAisithiiBhnn 
&id thcr€Uf)on» 

1. T«AT this rhti whidi ik^.Wdtddl 
wak€ the root of Bbbim, k ^n imftar^ 
-&i@: verb wkh a mutabie n^ $3ir that 
letter appears to be changed or caft ^waj^ 
•1(1 all^he iflfftaiices above given; .excepting 
that where Mr Bate^tmk it to be a noutii 
Therefore if I have nciade a rigia dijtin&im 
iDetween ferfeS and ifnperfe^ in verbs with 
«he find n, this verb muft not be>deemed 
4he root of BJ»n^». 

fi. TcHAT fuppofingJt were th^ root, 

apcotdingto tjieir hypochefis^ yietisfgrjas 

appears from the exainples above^ k 4c^ 

^not &irly yield tbatfenfe in which Mr Uf^rrft 

Explains its derivati^^ Blabimy tho*ityj^l48 

anodier in which Ekbim has been mofjc 

properly undei^ood by other Etymo^ogifi^i 

And after all diat My opponents liave X^ 

on the texts cited, it is no lefs jqueftim^ 

and doubtful than it was before, .wj&eth^ 

^rfie verb ei)er fighifies Amply tofivear^ For 

dio' Mr Moab has given it that ienfe in his 

I 2 €on- 
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ccmilmftion of the parages, * yet the two 
other Gentlemen give it another fenfe in 
theirs : And by dropping Mr C— 's intcr- 
pretattion between theai, (which was the 
only one I had oppofed, and which it was 
to be expefted they would have defended) 
they have, under the chara£ter of his ad^ . 
vocates, very much, tho' very undefign- 
edlyi befriended me, 

3. Whereas Mr Bate fays, p. 17. 
.« that there is but one inftance where the 
" verb hSk occurs as a verb undoubtedly, 
'" nay, that the DoBor himfelf even doubts 
" aftbatJ* It appears, I think, from this 
review of the texts, that he was miftaken 
both in what he.faid of the vertj and in 
what he faid of me. A difpute about my- 
-ielf is not worth uphdding, in refpeft <rf 
thefe litde ihifreprefentationis of my mean- 
ing. Let others judge, from what I wrote^ 
what my doubts were. But I (hould ob* 
ferve, that if it be true, as he ikys, that 
nS» the verb occurs but once^ undoubtedly 
(he had faid in Examiner Examind, twice 
mly as a i^erb) the lefs reafon is there to lay 
fo great a ftrefs, as Mr jBT. did, and fomeof 
his followers do, on one particular fenfe of 

a verb 
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a verb but once ufed : efpedally as r\ht!t.: 
{Judg. xvii. 2.) is the JingJe infiance re- 
ferred to, which is capable, from the cir- 
cumfluices of the hiftory in the ccmtext, of 
a greater variety of conftrudtions than any 
other n^K in the Bible, which hath been 
commonly accounted a verb. Four fenfes. 
of it I mentioned in the Dijfertatiom^ p. i6, 
17. (to which I refer the reader) where 
I obferved that, of all the four, Mr C. had 
pitched upon the ienfe that was ka/i pro^ 
bable. But I muft needs fay mnVy fince 
Mr Bate\ new conftrudtion hath appeared, 
from a conjedhire of his own^ that it is the 
verb in Hipbil^ and hath been followed by 
another new conftruftion of Mr Moody ^ 
from another conjedhire, that the verb 
here mentioned comes from the root 'jtf, 
denoting interpofition. (See what I have 
tranfcribed from them in the foregoing 
pages, where this text is re-examined) I 
fay, fince thefe further conftruifUons have 
been given to the verb, differing from each 
other, as well as from the four former, 
there is (till lefs reafon to infift peremptorily 
on the certainty of that given by Mr H. and 
Mr C It was the pretended certainty of 
I 3 thcit 
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dttir conftrtf^Hon, and of theirs 9iUyt iSm 
I undertook to dilate ; ind. hew fyg I 
httt ftitpeedid in my eicce^dns to it, as . 
^ifdl sU! ift^thofe which I hsve now i&ad» 
ttf (htf odier conftradidns fbrted bjr my 
oyiHoh^htB, thy road^t ^l jiid^ fbt: httilt 
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SECT. V. 



I WOULD wiUinj^y have fevc* the 
trouble of going through ihe noms, m 
the Cune ouumcr that I have gone ^ongh 
the.wr^f, if I had not reafon tpfufpcsa that 
my dropping this partof the Defence, would 
be interpreted by my qjponcpts as intirely 
givbg 1^ Ae m^m to their conftru^ons. 

The firft inftaoce ammig the nouns .^uft 
I produced, p. 26. ym 

ABRAHAM'^ rhvt. Gen. xjdv. 41. 
The word is 'n^KD, twice ufed inthe&me 
verfe. LXX. •»• «w »{»5 /*» — »*? " •fw»lF«« 

Mr Bate and I htw no (UfFerenoe here, 

feve that he thinks the En^lifi verfion by 

Abrabdm's oath ** is not fo natural and in- 

1 4 "teUi- 
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" telligible as it would be by execr^tim:' 
p. 31. Whereas I take oath in tbeienfe of 
a^uratim. 

Mr Jboah paflbs it over in filence. And 
Mr Moody allows it in the fenfe of adjura^ 
tim to the full extent of my vie^s in pro-* 
pofing it ♦, 

But I am not fo fortunate as to efcape 
cenfure, even upon this article where I 
had reafon to hold myfelf moft fecure. For 
the author of the Cbrtftian Plan hath found 
me guilty of a grievous trefpafs, that ex-* 
cites both his wonder and his indignation. 

" No writer, I truft (fays he, p- 24-) 
^* wQuld have it thought that qatbs belong 
** more properly to the perfbns who admini'^ 
^^Jler theniy than to fuch as take tbem. So 
<* that I was furprized to read in a late 
^^ pamphlet y that the ALE between uibra- 
** bam and his (ervant, was the oath of him 
" who adjured and impofed it, NOT the 

* He fiiys» p. 5S. that " as toOiM.%x\^- 41. where 

the n^M it ca}I(^ MrahaiiC%^ not hecauft be, took an oath 

himfilft but bieamfo hi aiminiftrtd om^ as the DoBor alledgcs^ 
I anfwer, had it been as exprefsly faid, that Mofes a^ei 
or fwore the people, Btia, xxu(. fz. as it is there faid that 
Abraham aJjured ox fwor^ his fervant, there might haye 
been fome colour of pretence that the H^K was called GocTs 
Jlf, becaufc Mofis adjured the people in his ijame. 

*^fcr. 
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^* ftfvftnt'^ who was fworn. Neither to>^ 
^^clefiaftical nor civil focieties will think 
" themfelves indebted to the maintainerji 
*^ of fuch opinionis.— Such a way of fpeak- 
** ing ox writing may have an evil influence 
^' upon human adticms, &c.'' — with more 
concerning the dangerous confequences of 
fuch pofitions* 

Now if I have faid this, or any thing 
from which this may be juftly inferred, I 
4eferve a much feverer cenfure than he 
has beftowed on this occaflon. 

I HAD obfervcd, that what is called 
Abraham's oath^ (my oath in our vcrfion) 
was properly 0^x1*/*^, his adjuration^ P-^T* 
And then I fubjoin a parallel inftance of 
jhe ufe of the word in EzekieJy where the 
King of Babylon adjured the King of Judab^ 
and where die hSk {adjuration^ tho' there 
again rendered oath) ** is called the King 
" of Babylon^ hSk, and not the King of 
^^ Judab'%1 as in the foremention'd cafe of 
<^ Abrabamy the nStt 'was bis wbo adjured, 
'* and not tbefervflta'swbo was fworn/' ■ 
This was all I faidi and I might indeed 
have repeated my explanation, that the ad^ 
juration was properly jibrabam\ though 
the obligation of it was upon him who was 

fworn 
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f»Mk^{t. And I would htie added dut 
MplBDMiot), tfliiAdtliOttghtitpoffiblefor 
•fiy reader toh«iv6 tniftift«ft «ij^ meaning. 

BVT foMie ihare of this teamed Oentie- 
iMrit miflaiR is reelljr iMmg to himfelf; 
Iti mot reading and frnfifcribing my w(vdi 
Willi diM aneM^tm he fiidcild hav« ufed, he* 
fore he proceeded to judgment. I had laid, 
k the caTe of jithrUhmn^ Ae 'M^ vn& bis 
^i» a^^ureJ^ Mud mT tfce fervami'g who was 
Rrom. Bttthegitesitformc, that "the 
« ALE between Mndum and his fervant, 
•* was the OATH of him who adjured 
** and impofed it, Mt the fefvant'a who 
•« was fwom.** And A«i inveigh ^jainft 
— — " foch a way of fp«4ang or writing, 
•* as msj have an «Vil tnJluence on human 
**aaions, eft." 

Tnt tnJfli is, ifhisrefle^onson <hi» 
«ccafion c«n yalMj M uoon any body, it 
tnuft be tipon our tnmuatora, w4io have 
tcndef'd ♦ritte -my mihi whcrcM I chofc 
to call it has th» tadjer Aan lus oath, as 
it wa^ in my t»rtftni(^on, more prq)crly 
tds oj^urotim than -Arj ««ft&. Nevtrthtfefe, 
t do not tafce upon me to bkme our Tran- 
sition, ncidicr wiH heyenture, Iprefumc^ 
to do fo. 

When 



, WitBN my lemiacl CtaTuffr tiMf»£B!f«^ 

may be fomething leflened. la th« lnn« 
(inle he imift fiM me letfve to tedtond him 
<^ a good ralb Ifiid down by hhn^Btf a| 
Pi 8j» w«. *' Fftkextm^U /kodd be mad« 
^^ of exeepdDnabkfttf&gttfi) aad be import 
^^ tially examined and animadverted xxfosk^ 
^^ when we fit in judgment, and are abouls 
*^ to pais £mtem:e on any literaiy perferm- 
^^anee. By their awn words particular 
" yftilu^t%JhwJd bejx^fedf cmdiy fbeiromm 
^^ words amiemmdr 

yrhHp^Bltik. xvii. 16. and >nV«^ ver. 19. 

These paiflages carry an fcafy ihtcipreta- 
tion in the fenle of adjuration. The fir/k 
of them is quite ^nilal: to the place lajll 
meiltion'd about Abraham and his fervant ] 
as I shewed at p. 2j. and the fame is called 
Ood's oath in iht other inftance, not be^ 
caufe Oodhadjwom himfelf, as I obierved 
p. 28. but becaufe the adjuration by the 
King was made in Goits name. 

Tnt uie I intended to make of thei« 
two texts^ in explaining Deut% xxix. lz^ 
which wni^s ii^xt in or^er, was apparent,' 

there* 
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therefore Ay oonftnidtion muft not be al« 
lowed CO fland; tho' how to fet it afidc, 
WIS the difficulty. 

Mr jlioab thinks it proper to drop the 
enquiry in refpedt to all the three texts. 
Mr Mboify fays nothing of the King of Ba- 
byMs oath9 and very little on God^s oath at 
verie the 19th. . But Mr Bate fpeaks to 
both* 

He fays the King of Babyhn made a 
covenant with the King of Judab^ " and 
** brought him TOVil into an execration. 
" The conqueror pronounces the cutfe^ but 
" inchdei bimfelfr P. 35. Why fo ? This 
is neither faid nor implied in the phrafe 
nStta in» tun, nor is there reafon to think 
the Conqueror fhould be induced to lay 
himfelf under a curfe. Mr Bate reprefents 
it as a reciprocal curfe between them, in 
order to ratify a covenant : as if it had been 
the conclufion of a treaty between King 
and King. But the cafe here feems to 
have been otherwife, n)iz. that the Con- 
queror prefcribed the conditions to be ob- 
ferved by the Conquered^ and obliged the 
Conquered to fwear to the performance of 
(hehi, or, in Mr Bates ftile, laid a curfe 

on 
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M the Chnpieredy if he broke them. 'Na 
reciprocal ftipulation was required here. 

And "this is called, (fays Mr Bafe^ 
p. 36.) " The King oi Babylon s execration 
"by God, ver. 16. becaufe he pronounocd 
" it. But when God fays of the fiune 
« King of Judab'' (who had dcfpifed the 
King oi Babykn's execration) " at ver. 19* 
" Surely my Curfe (^rhti) that be hath de^ 
^^fpifed^ even it wtll I recowpenfe t^ bis 
" own headk This is fpoken of God's curfe 
" (fays he) on the people in general, and 
^^ pronounced when they czxnt out of £- 

" SyP**' ^^ ^ ^^^ ^^ Moody con** 

curs with him *. 

The turn which they aim to give t0 
this paflage (for a reafon which will ap- 
pear prefently) is this :— -Seeing hc^ hath 
defpifed the oatby and broken the covenant 
he made with the King of Babylon^ furcly 
mine nW, (curfe) on the people in genera^ 
which he hath alfo defpifed, even iTwiU 
Irecompenfe upon bis own bead. 

* God'j AU in Deut. xxix. was 10 extend to and hSkQl 
all fiitare generations. And truly this is the jiU 

which the King of Judah is faid to have defpifed, Ezek. 
xvii. 19. and which is properly called GodV jIU. P. 6o. 

But 



< ^V9 vittisfPscomfinei y^aojk^^Aik th* 

J^rg^ mf mf tipmiinu (mikejhallket^ken 
m p^fiuTij md I mlfirwg Mm ta B^p 
|dd, 400^ wfU fkttifoAtb tarn *b^ Jor Mi 
$r^^ ilC€. It is tbc 6Bi£'&xm puoifli*^ 
ntnt^thftt: is throttafd lor l^is jdi^ifing 
t^xMhj andhouiob^^^BQWAantqf^ 
Xing jb£ BakfkM i fyrvfYnt^Q^ t^mtens 
igJMf mf ^^, «^tr. i9. and Jb«: h6 
IbiAl die in ^e mid^ of Babylimy iror. td. 
And 4i€t«^M tiif isrimcte ^^rxtflxkli'lhi^ 
piinUhiiieiit i$ M^rdtd^ jnmfri>e^iidSQ9x'd 
to Ibe die fame iii both izerfes^ ^i;/^. j;h6 
^i2/^ that he defpifed, and ihe ^mjenmt 
«h^ 4tie Wke^ mr. 19. ^are ^ifaJM with 
l^Et Mtft 4that ki&d^ifel, an4 ti^ tw^nant 
lie^ndce in ^rer. -t^. luehkh fvsrethe Mi^ 
and<K9venam<^the-i(Lingof J3^ And 
XSod^s (>afi& and cwmu^ with J&ruham^ w 
^is ciu'ie 9n ^e people in gQaerdl, &c. 
cannet, fer that reafi^n, he the ^n^ and. 
♦nni in thisfdace. 

But the juft conftrufltion of this paflage, 
Whieh 1 think <hey have hot been aMe to 
Xet a&de, wijl lead us to an e^fy xonftruc- 
tion jof the next paflage, which is of naore 
importance in this difpute, and is one of 

their 
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t>eing tfto from nSet» fiz. 

DEVti xiix. 18. « Tt«»t thou (hottjdft 
" «ntQc UkE0 covenant with the Lord 1^ 
« God, and into his 9tib (inSl»\) which 
" cbe Ix)nl ^y God m»kied» wHH <h«e 
"thiiAty." 

I 8 A I » {Divert, p. «90 'J1>«« ▼♦» «► 
inorr room to inier from hrnti, 4i9t CM 
l^saS^toA m mfb at tb^t ttm» tbftn ^tmp 
.was m ^ Ibrmer <»&, whei?e 1^« KJag ^ 
Baiyhi's a^uratim was aUb oMi GW^j^ 
ai/i&. Aad that thb hiis'ti^ia the ^hbmb 
fenfe, * . e. M^s in his luusw «^4k^ or 
fwote ^ people, ^lat tb^ would k«^ 
his cw«aaat tad jftatotes. 

Mit C had produQed this teitf li»r tin 
rhm in the proper ieofe i>fmoatb aff J i e d 
to God. S^m. p. 8. Mr JB/z/^ ei^totiads 

it by acwfer " that <hou fljonddften- 

« tcr into ins ewcr^im, whidi the Jboni 
*< thy God makedik with thfte this iday." 
P. ap. 

The author of the €br^iaH J^ teUs 
us, p. 22. " that this is one ^ iSaslk ro- 
V markable parages in the Old Teft. 
*' which have been alktjged «s incwt^^ 
" hk proofs of the primary meaning ^i^ 

« word 



*«word ALE,— and fays. There tiA 
^ be no doubt» be tbinks^ whofe oafb k 
^ was that the I/raeliUs were to enter into- 
"This oath, or ALE, was furely, pro- 
•* pcrly fpeaking, the oath of God J* 

An D yo indeed it is termed in our tran* 
ikdon. But I have given the reafon why 
It was not furefyy properly J^aking^ an oath 
which God fwore, in which fenfe only it 
makes for our author's purpoie, inz. be^ 
canfe the word is found to fignify in SS« 
'an adjuratim or an oath adminifterd. And 
^t as the ienfe which beft fmts this p^^ 
l&ge, becaofe the ALE, tho* conxma^ed 
t^ God, is adnunifter'd to the people by 
Mi^es. This appears plainly enough fron^ 
the words which ftand at die head of this 
whole period, in the firft vcrfe of thie 
>€hapter. 

"These are the words of the covenant 
{m:in nai) " which the Lord com- 
".roanded Mqfes to make (maV) with 
« the children of Ifrael in the land df 
« Moab^ beiide the covenant which he 
" made with them in H&reb"^ 

Now as this covenant made in Modb 
was God's covenant with the people, tbo' 
made with them by Mofei in God's name^ 



[ 129 ] 

IS the olth by which they were adjured to 
the faithful performance of their parts in 
hi was Go(fs adjuration of them, tho' it 
was Mofes who adjured them by God's 
command. And in this fenfe only it can be 
called, whether jpr(5f^/)r or ndti God's datb. 
Arid if this text be an irtconteJiSk protf of 
the primary meaning ^f the word ALE, I 
think I may claim it for the fenfe of ad^ 
juring^ with more juftice than it hath been 
alledged as a proof of Godi^ /wearing. 

Mr Bate is fo far from underftanding 
this textj as the aforementioned author 
doth of God's oiih properly Jpeakingy that 
he interprets it, as I do, of an oath admi^ 
nifte^d by M>feSy in God's name, and by 
Go(ts command, p. 29. only what 1 call ad^ 
minijlring an oatb or adjuring, he ftill calls, 
for reafons of his own, curjing. But ac- 
knowledges nevirthelefs that this Jpecies of 
curjing (and he produces this text as dn in- 
ftanccof it) was " the methbd of adrni- 
^* niftring ail oath : and the peribii it wasi 
" pronounced to, was adjured by it, and 
" took his oath, and came into the curfe^ 
" as it is called, by faying Amen to the ex- 
" ecration ot xurfe'' P. 29. 

K The 
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. The curfc, as it is calle d ■■ ^t hatis^ 
called Jo by himfelf on all occafions* 
Whereby ttio' he may avoid, in fqme caea- 
fure, the imputation of agreeing with me, 
yet he leads himfelf into inconveniences by-'' 
it, as often as he would deliver his fenfe of 
,/ilah in its applications to Qod himfelf. 
For then he thinks it more fafe and proper 
to give jMah untranflated. 

Thus when " Mofes^. in the name and 
" on the behalf of God, ratify 'd the cove- 
" nant by pronouncing with a loud voice, 
" Curfed be be thai obeyetb not the i»ords of 
^^ this covenant^ God brought himfelf un- 
^^ der the ^ab he brought then^ and by 
" the (ame general words," p. 37. Thus 
he chufes to exprefs himfelf, rather than 
by the word curfe or execration^ as ufual. 
And fo again in the. text before us, " God 
" engaged himfelf as a party in the cove- 
" nant with his people, and to perform his 
" part uqder an jilakJ' . P. 3a He judged 
execration too harfh,a. term to be. ufed on 
the occasion* And thi^re^re fubjoin^ imr 
mediately, " We muft. iepiicat^ from, the 
" word jllab {execration, or curf(^) and, i^ 
" from the word j§kim {execrat^ors ov 
" curfers) that harfhnefs or offenfive part 

"of 



*' of Ac idea the word curfing or curfen 
. " gives to the EngKJh ear." -S/^ 

But if " .^M is fimply to curfe, and 
" hath no other iignification/* as Mr Bate 
elfewherc teaches, if it " mctudes all the 
^ curfes in the Bible, ^d in nature," If 
it " is the curfe or wrath of God fbllow- 
" ing tfie proper objects of it, and eating' ' 
" as doth a canker," p. 8r. how can we. 
feparate from it the difegreeable idea that 
curfing in oar language gives^?* Or li curfe 
Of execrate give the i(fea wrong, why? 
feottld he chufe to tranl^iite the origii^ 
word conftantly by one or o<^er c^diefe 
imppoper and oflfenfive terms ? 

He telts ds, p; 34. that trai^flutions of 
diefe pa^Tage^ where the Aiah is ufed in 
confirming of covenwits, *^ hj a^uratitm^ 
" or by fooeariftg^ or the fifee, clouds th6 
" fenfe, and fofes the reader a ctear idea of 
** the matter.** Hence one would: in^agine 
Aat the word he recommends inftead of 
them, viz* eurje^ would givfe us a^ clear and 
true idea of the liiattfer. But here again he 
tells us, that we muft feparate from his 
own verfion, by curfey the harfhnefs or 
offenfive part/ i. e. in effefls all that the 
word conraionly imports in the EngUJh 
K 2 tongue; 



tongue i whereby, I fear, the Englijh 
reader will fcarce have any idea left of the 
matters 

He fays in another place, p. 20. he 
will (hew " that to execrate and to adjure 
" are ihtfame tbingJ' Why then (hould 
he not rather tranflate hSm, when fpoken 
of God, ■ of adjuration y fince this can 
give no offence to the Englijb ear > will lay 
him under no neceflity of fuppofing whajb 
he cannot prove, but only furmifes, (fee 

P* 34*) "^^^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ himfelf in-* 
eluded in the denunciation ; and will ex-^ 
erapt him from the hard condition of ex-» 
plaining God's part in the afiair, by his 
laying himfelf under an«»-obligation of fo 
harfh an accent, that he hath not the cou-^ 
rage to tranflate it, at leaft not without an 
apology for the word he tranfktes it by ? 

Mr Moody s exception to my account of 
this text, lies here : ** How does it folbw,' 
•* p. 59. that {Deut. xxix.) where there is 
" not one word of God's adjuHftg the peo- 
« pie, the jile mufl be called God's Jle, 
<^ becaufe he a^ured or fwore them by 
*' Mhfes ?" I anfwer, nStt is the word which 
imports adjuration in this place, and that it 
was properly afcribed to God a^ his oi^u^ 

ration^ 
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rfitiofiy tho' made by Mofes in his name/ 
will appear from Mr Moody s own reafoning 
in the foregoing page, {viz. 58.) " If the 
^' Beritb was God's Beritb, then the Ale 
** was alfo bis in the fame fenfe and import. 
" But the Beritb was his, for Mofes^ in 
" God's name, fays, I cut off this Beritb 
" and this jile widi you, therefore the Ale 
<^ was God's ^/f/' 

But he obferves, p. 59. "that it is 
" exprefsly faid, that this God's Ale was 
" after the manner, or to the fame purport, 
" he had fworn to their fathers;" No. It 
is only faid exprefsly, that the people fliould 
** enter into his covenant and oath (nW) 
" that day, that he mi^t eftablifh them 
^ that day for a people unto himfelf, and 
^ that he might be to them a God, as he 
« had fworn (vntJ^J) to their fathers,'* /. e. 
if they would obediently come into his 
terms, then he would perform what he 
had fworn to Abrabam^ ^Jmc^ and Jacobs 
concerning them, * 

But fays Mr Moody ^ p. ^y^ " God de- 
** clares to them by Mofesy what he had . 
" fworn to their fathers, viz. to eftablifh 
" them for a people, and to be to them for 
f5 Ateiniy therefore they were to enter into 

K3 !!an 
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*' an nf?*? already cxifling on God's part " 
No. They were to enter into an rhn made 
with them that day^ whereby they wer^ to 
bind thenaiehres to perform certain condi^ 
tions on their part^ as God was already 
bound on his part, by what he had fworn 
(iDtKJ) to their fathers. The fulfilling of 
the oath oxade to their fathers, belonged 
to God only. The people had nothing 
more to do with it than to qualify them- 
ielves for the blefllngs that were promifed 
by it to their progenitors. But the Th\t 
or aJjurationj by which Gjod fwore them 
to obedieace timt Jay, belonged properly 
to themielves, and to their pofterity i and 
into this they were to enter. 

"Put how could it" (fays Mr Moody ^ 
p. 58,) " have in it the above csonditions on 
** God's part, which were made before, 
," and fworn to their fathers ?" 

I ANSWER, that the hSk, to which 
the people fwMe,^ could not contain the 
conditions en God's part, which belonged 
to a former oath of his own, and were to 
be fulfilled by himfclf j but could only con- 
tain fuch conditions as belonged to them- 
felves to fulfil : by complying with which 
they would be rendered capable of receiv- 
ing 
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ing the beaefits confequent upon God's for-- 
met oath to their fathers. 

And what is here faid is equally an an* 
fwer to the fame argument urged, tho' in a 
different form, m the ChriJHanPlany p. 23. 
where the inference from ver. 14. 
** Neither with you only do I make this co^ 
" venant and this oatb"-^ — ^ftands thus : 

« It is called nttm finsn, paSfum ijlud, 
^* the oatby even that'' (a fklfe print, I fup- 
pofe, for the covenant y even that) ^yThviir\ 
" fWtn, juramtntum tftud, THE ALE, 
" even that. Accordingly by this folenm 
*' adnuffion into the original co^enanty cal- 
^* led that covenant and that oath, they were 
"intitled, &c:' 

And why not this covenant and this 
oath ? What is there in the text, or in the 
context, to lead our thoughts from the 
tranfadtion then in hand, to the original co^ 
'oenanty or indeed to any covenant but that^ 
of which this was a renewal, and fo bears 
a refer«ice to it. When we . read a few 
vcrfes below— —^* Left there fliould be 
^^ among you man or woman, whofe heart 
" turneth away this day from the Lord- 
[^ and it come to pafs when he hearcth 
K 4 the 
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^ the words of this r^^^yJ/- — [ni*in« 
nwrn rhiir(\ can this be juftly rendered the 
words of the curfe even tbaty or be ex- 
plained of the mginal (ovenant ? nt or n»t 
is moft commonly ufcd of what is prefent. 
And tho' ibmetimes it may be applied to 
perfons abfent, or things diftant in refpeft 
of place, yet I do not recoiled that it is 
ever applied to things diftant in refpedl of 
time. However, as R. Dav. f^ys, ut plu^ 
rimum rem demcmjhrat propinquam. 

Besides, this learned author ihould 
have found fome inftance of a previous oath 
of God, called A L £ in SS. or fome paf^ 
fage before this in Deut. wherein bisfwear- 
ing is expreffed by the verb xh\H : Becaufe 
THE ALE even tbat^ hath no proper 
correlative to which it fliould be referr'd, 
as God's /wearing to the Patriarchs is al- 
ways expreffed by another verb. 

Had the Scripture diftin&ion between 
n^K and j?3t{fi been attended to by this 
Genikmauy he would have found no place 
for his new iliuftration of this pafiage. 
And had Mr Moody given proper heed to 
it, he would have avoided thpfe p^rplexi- 
fies he appears to be under in all his rea- 

foning^ 
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fonings in this text *. Of which wc have 
y^et ibme more to come. 

^* Upon dicir entering (fays he) into 
f.^ this jile ; God was tq be their Aleim^ 
f^ therefore he muft exift in the character 
?* of jHeim^ previoufly to their entVing into 
" his Ak ; nay, previoufly to his fwearing 
!"< to their fathers, becaufe what he fware 
<< to their fathers was to be jHeim to 
f' them." 

How then can this text, or any other 
where his jile is mei>tion'd, be a proof 
that he was denominated jikim from jile ? 

" Bu T in this fingle expreffion of being 
5* jikim to Abraham^ (lays an able Divine, 
5* whp had no turn to ferve by his re- 
5' mafk, ap4 who has as little reUfh for 
^* Mr H's etymology as the Dodor him- 
" fclf), is wrapt up the fubftance of the 
** covenant of redemption, or of eternal 
'f }ife renewed to jibrabam^ Gen. xii. 2, 3. 

Ye T as this able Divine, by Mr Moody ^ 
account of him, doth not interpret Jkim 

P Had Mr Batt attended duly to this diftinaipn, l}e 
would have found no room to i:harge me, p. io« and 103, 
with inconMency, in allowing that n^M the noun, might be 
afcribed to God as his aa» tho\ at the fame time, liofiiled 
uppju the verb V1^^ beio|( always oiM to estpreis his^^nr- 
ing in Scripture. 

of 
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But there is no connexion between this 
ehfervatim (when made and underftood) 
and the fubjeSl of our debate. For as he 
had his name Aleim previoufly to their en- 
tering into his jile, and previoufly to his; 
Scaring to their Fathers, therefore he 
could not be denominated jilei^ from ei- 
ther of thofe tranfaftions. Neither is the 
interpretation of in7Ki by His adjuratimy 
at all hurt by the reference it bears to 
ISS^xhvh ', for that reference is as foreign 
to our prefent queftion, as if he had argued 
from a connexion between the two words, 
on account of the famenefs of three letters 
in each word. 

It is further to be obferved, that Mr 
Moodyy in all this part of the difpute re- 
lating to the fenfe of Jlab in Gen. xxiv. 41. 
EzeL xvii. 16, 19. and Dent. xxix. 12. 
very much changes his ufual ftile. We 
hear nothing from him of interpofing ; he 
doth not venture upon any tranflation or 
explanatbn of n^K; but he covers his 
meaning, under the original words Ale and 
and Beritby both in tranfcribing the texts 
where they occur,, and in his comments on 
thofe texts. It is hard to uphold a conteft 
about the meaning of a word, with a per-^ 

ion 
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fon who gives it no meaning hitnfelf, but 
plays with it unexplained in his argument 

If his interpretation oi jlk hy interpo^ 
Jition or interp6jer (his words by which at 
other times he renders it) would fuit with 
thefe paflages fo as to give them any con- 
fident fenfe, why ftiould he decline to 
tranflatfe it here, as he has tranflated it in 
other places : But if his interpretation will 
not hold in thefe paflages, then his radical 
idea of Alab will not feem." to fitit the 
^^ word in all the ufages and applications 
^' that are madt of it in SS/' as he hopes^ 
p. 60. it will. ■ 

I SHOULD fay fomething likewife to' 
Mr Bate^ upon his rendering n^*i^ in thef^ 
texts, efpecially in this capitsil text Dfeut^ 
xxix. 12. hy covenant : which, according 
to Mr H. and Mr. C. and even according 
to his own verfion of it in o>her places, is 
purifier or purification. If we lopk in his 
account of it at p. 104. where it is confi-f 
dered in our difpute upoa Beritb^ we fee 
nothing there about a covenant ; it is either 
purification^ or it is Beriih untranflated. 
But in this part of our difpute^ where Alab 
only is concerned, he can allow himfelf to 
uie covenant^ that he may make God a 

party 
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party in the curfc with his people. The 
appearance of which advantage to his con* 
ftrudion ofrhn had been loft, if he had 
rendered Beritb here, as he doth after- 
wards, hy purification.^ 

Lev. V. I. 

•* If a man fliall hear rhu hs^ the voice 
•* of fwearing, and be a wittiefs, &€'* 

I BitouGH^T this tesct ta ihewA, that &e 
rendering of n^ by adjuratimy as in the 
margin of our B%les, in tls^ LXX, and 
by Pagnin^ is preferable to the verfi(»^ by 
fioearingy p. 29. 

Mn Ahpob takes no notice of ^is text. 
Mr Bate interprets it by the voice, of the 
curfe^ 0€ pronomcer of a eurfey p. 33. But 
Mr Moody tells us that *' to hear the voice 
** of a voicej or of words, is an* expret 
** fion would fcaice go down in aprophane 
** author." p* 54. He interprets it there- 
fore of a perlbn, zxi interpofiry ii e. Ifup^ 
pofe, a man fiijbpcenaed to give evidence; 
.But if he have ko better reafon to give for 
this than xh^ Sip voice of a voice, being 
an expreffion highly unclafUcat, he might 
as well have ipared his obfervation^ 71p in 
S&. is applied to all kinds of founds, or 

noifes,^ 
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npifes, from the roaring of thunder^ Job 
xxxvii. 4. to the Jbimd of a Jhakm kaf^ 
Lev. xxvi. 36 ^. AaH)ng other inilaD^es 
npyt hs^ adfamfumclamaris^ Ezeb. xxvii. 
28* is a phrafe, which^ whether it wqu14 
go down in a prcpphaoe author or not, is 
juft as much, tbe'voke.Qiz veice^ as nSt* Sip 
when qos^ft^ued vm^e of a^uratm^ 

PRQV. xxix, 2i4, yar nS«t " he 
" heareth c^rfiag^ vi». ^^firatim^, ^4 beT 
<^ wrayeth it not.'* ' 

Mk JSt^ «gjre^ witii.]|i9) that this; p'^H 
was fpdcen by, the Hig^Pri6ft> ia^ordeR to, 
difcover the truth, p. 33, only he wowld 
have this wd.lhe paraUdL paflages-rcA^'d 
by curjingj heqaAife tr^nflatio^ thfWi by 
*^ a^uration^ f!maringy, ot the Uko^ clouds 
'' the fenCe^ and loi[i?3 th^ reader a.cl^ac 
'Mdea^of the matter." P'34- 

Mk Mooj^y, ftill intpnt upon* leaking 
nStJ a pexfqn,, for a feafon very evident, 
renders, sotR» n'?!* " he heareth the "voice 
"of n^JiJ (the interpofirY P- 54- And 
immediatel]^ tclk us how improper it is to 

• Sounds ^w'a^,, 2. 5tf». v.. 24. OSvu9g/f^ JEW. ».' 
5. Of /eet^ iJ^ingsxiv. &, 2 Kings VI. 52. Of ahun- 
danci rffain^ 1 j&'«!j^i xvHi.. 41 . " lo -ril vAiApIaccs 

^1p is ofed. i 

apply 



[ 144 ] 
tLpplj ^ce to words, inftead of per/cm* 
But 7^p Is ma in the Hebrew 6f this text^ 
And is there no impropriety in inferting, 
in his verfion, the word voic^y for which 
there is not a word correfponding in thd 
original ? And this on purpofe to make the 
paflage fpeak his own unfupported fenie ? 

Mr Abaab firft mifreprefents Bifhop Pa-^ 
trick*% paraphrafe which I had quoted, and 
then finds fault with it. The Bifhop para* 
phrafes yatJ^^ n^K by " be being adjured to 
" difcover what he knows will not declare 

c« it." u.This, Mr Jboabhys, " by no 

" means conveys the meaning of the ori-^ 
" ginal." p. 17.— Why fo ?— Becaufe " it 
" makes vhity which is a noun^ a particU 
<^ pk paffive, being oi^'ured, and what fenfe 
" would it make to fay— he heareth, being 
** adjured^ and bewrayeth it not ?" Ibid. 

But this foloecifm is not from the Hi* 
fhop, but from Mr jiboab himfelf, by 
joining be beareth to the BiOiop's para^ 
phrafe, in which both the bearing and the 
adjuration are included. Nor doA thd K-* 
fhop make a participle paflive of the ntmn^ 
but only makes hearing an a^uratim^ equi- 
valent in fenie to being adjured^ like a good 
paraphraft. 

I HAVE 
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I HAVE eoiifirmfed this conftrudlon of 
the Bifliop from other authorities, particu- 
larly from the LXX, Dijfert. p. 30. 
And I fcruple not to leave it, without fur- 
ther examination, to the judgment of the 
reader, whether the Biihop's Paraphrafe,' 
or Mr AboaVh interpretation *, be moft 
agreeable to the original text, tho' the one 
be reprefented as nonfenfey and the other 
as common fenfe 4 

I Kings viii. 31. and 2 Chron, vi. 22» 

" If any man trefpafs againft his neigh- 
" hour, and an oath (hSk) be laid upon 
" him to caufe him to fwear, and the oath 
" (hVk) come before thine altar in this 
"houfe, &cr 

These two Alabs I interpreted 1^ the 
adjuration of the High-Prieft, referring to 
other . authorities for that conftrudtion* 
Differt. p. 30, 31. 

The objedlion made to this, is, that 
the latter nStf muft fignify the perfon not 
the thing. Mr Moody, p. 55. And this 

* •• But to fay — he ht9Xtx\i fwearingt viz. (Decla* 
rations of robbi^ig, killing, bfc, which is the very cha- 
radler of a rogue, and.maketh no difcovery) is common fenft^ 
and fetteth forth a common pradice. Hit Ahaah^ p. i8. 

' L he 
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he givc8 M the third iiidance of* nW 
pedbnally ufcd. For he fays ** the n^K 
" that was to come before the *ltar, was 
" the perfon who was fubpoenaed to inter- 
" pofe ; and oath « adjuration^ according 
« to .the Doftor, affords ho fenfe at ill/' 

Mr Bate alfo fuggefts fomethiiig of the 
like naturc-ii::^-^^* One WOuM think" (fiiys 
he) " it meahtthe perfon who pronounced 
" the curfe rather than the curfe, p: 33."-^ 
But however inaccurate it may fetm to fay 
in EngUJhi that an oath or ac^ariitton is 
hrougbt^ or comesi Wore the ahari yfet the 
Heirew word H^ *f is not inipropferly tiffed 
in this applicaticMi of it. No more is iWi, 
which is atpplied to the former rbti in this 
verfe, tho\ if it were render d ftriftly ac* 
cording to the letter, it would appear alto- 
gether as inaccurate in our language. 

GEN. xxvi. 28. " Let there be an 
" oath (rha) between us,&cr LXX. n»«»(* 
^. 

t The verb KU is ufed with ^1p, Jer. x. 22. And 
Gen. xviii. 21. atnd ExoJ. iii. 9. >^K n«n np^^. Tin cry 
is come unto me. And in this fiune chapter, v/k. 1 Khgi 
viii. 59. we have this cxpreion, OOnp nan Vn»\ 

Let my words be nigh unto the Lord. And C?/a. vi. 13. 

«^ /W of all flefli, OD^ Kl /; f^wr before mc. 

This 
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This being die only text remmning, in 
which the noiin i§ rendered oathy I thought 
it not unreafonable t6 interpret it confornfi- 
bly to the preceding texts hy aJJurafi0ij 
eipecially as I had aiithorilies (See Dijert, 
p. 2 r— 34.) for fo doing. 

Mr Moo^ is pleafed to leave the fenfe of 
the word in this pafiage quite undeter- 
mined. He neither tells us whether it 
ihould be interpreted of an oafb^ or a (wfe^ 
or a^uratiMj or inUrpoJkion. He only 
tells uis, diat jUnmtkch i&ys unto Ifaac^ Let , 
there be an xh^ reciprocally between us'j 
^nd ob&rveis from iPlts^, (their giving mu-*^ 
tull fatisfadtion or fecuritv to each other,) 
that 7aiS^2 here includes n^K, p« 74* 

Mit Abaah drops the only point he fhould 
have proved, if he had been able, againft me, 
^/is. That my cqnftru£lion could not ftand 
(for if it may ftand the cohfonimcy of it 
widi all other texts abovemeation'd, will 
give it the preference to the common inter- 
pretation by oathy &c.) and employe him-> 
felf on a paflage I. had quoted from Lud. 
de Dieu^ whom he fuppofcs to have been 
miftaken in his conftruftion of *pni (in 
the next verfe) by curfedy for that it al- 
ways in Scripture fignified blefled, p. x8. 
L 2 As 
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• As fbrinftancc, whenSafan is reprefent- 
cd fpcaking to God, Joi ii. 5. " Put forth 
" thine hand now, and touch his bone and 
" his flefli, and he will curfe thee, ^Dia^ — 
he will tlefs the* (fays Mr jiboab) to thy 
face. 

Again, i Kings xxi. 10 and 13. 
^Sm D^hSk nUi y\1, " Nabub hath ^/^ 
" pbemed God and the King/' Mr jiioab will 
have it rendered, " Nabotb hath ^^^ the 
" Ekhim and the King/' They who are 
curious to fee his reafons for thefe verfions, 
will find them at p. 18 and 19. And 
Mr Kalmars reply to them at p. 20 and 2 1 . 

It is not indeed neceflary that we 
ihould adhere ftridtly to the conftrudlion of 
■jna in thefe texts by curjing or blafpbeming^. 
But that it ftiould always fignify, and {hould 
always be. rendered by ^/g^, feems to me a 
notion grounded merely on a felfe princi- 
ple, that the fame word cannot admit of 
divers fignifications. 

* See the fenfe of the word in Job. li. 5. difcofled ia 
the notes ; Dr Gref% Edit. And in Mr P//#r's Critical 
DiJfertati9H^ p. 64 and 66. And the paflage in Kings b/ 
Mr Kalmar, p. 22. 

Mr 
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Mr Bate comments on this tranfadion 
between jUimelech and Ifaac difFerently 
from Mr Aboab. He renders hVk by curfe^ 
but he fo foftens the term in his expofi^ 
tion o£ the proceeding betwixt the parties^ 
as to refolve it into my conftrudlion, viz. a 
reciprocal adjuration. " It doth not appear 
** that they pronounced it on each other, 
*^ but betwixt them, as if each had faid, 
^^ Curfed is he^ &c." I give his words in the 
jnargin -f-. 

But whether he will allow that he 
agrees with me or not, yet he equally with 
me oppofes Mr C who gave this text as 
forempft in the roll, to prove that nStJ the 
[noun literally fignifies an oath, jur amentum : 
without inquiring, or fo much as giving 
any intimation, whether it might not, in 
this paflkge, bear another fenfe. * 

t " jiBlM^LSCHp a« a fovcrcign Prince, pro- 
^* nounces a curfe betwixt hixnfelf and 1/aac. And Ifaac, 
'•' as God's Prince, CDM^«n WZ'l pronounced the curfe 
'* Ukewife. Bat it doth not appear that they pronounced 
*' it on each other, bat betwixt them, as if each had faid, 
'• Curfed is he that keepetb not the words* of this covenant ^ 
*• and fo each included himfelf." P. 34. 

" ABIMELECH fays to Ifaac, Let there be an 
^« n^K curfe pron<>unced betwixt lu. And )y2W* they 
;' fwore to each other." P. ^i. 

L 3 From 
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From what has been now faid cpnpern-- 
Ing the Scripture-meaning of rhn the noun, 
I hope it will appear to the candid reader,^ 
that I have made good my former m* 
fcrences, (D^lrr/. p* 35-) ^^?- 

1. THjiT hSh is not applied to aper^ 
fin in any of the abovemet^iorid texts where 

it occurs.-^^ry if it might be applied in one 
or two of them, m which Mr Moody wiU 
have it fo applied ^ yet it cannot in thofe 
texts fignify ^ -per/on Jwom to a covenant, 
which is the fenfe required by Mr H. and 
Mr C m order to accommodate it to their 
conftm£tion of its plural ptn^M* 

2. That it is not neceflarily to be un- 
derilood in Mr Cs fenfe of oatby whereby 
one binds ones Jelf to the performance of any 
thing, but nu^ be underftood in all thefe 
texts, and mu/i hp underftood in fome of 
them in the fenfe of adjuration, vrhtTt\>j[ 
one hinds another to the performance of a 
thing by the fanftion of an ^^/A.-— -Tp 
which I fhali now add one remark more^ 

3. That as my opponents differ from 
each other in their expoiitions of every text 
they have examined upon this article, one 

COi^- 
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f onftruing J^ab by oatb^ anothef by curfe^ 
and another by tnterpofition or interpofer^ 
they have abundantly verified what I f^d, 
(Dijert. p. 37,) that it is doubtful aixd 
quejlitmable whether this word ever fignifie5 
fimply an oatb. 

Theih difagreepicnt? among thcmfelve» 
do not indeed make my conftru(^on the 
more probable, (It, muft ftand upon its 
p>vn evidence.) Bat they fhew that the 
fignification of the word is not^ clear and 
determinate as Mr H. and his firft follpwcrs 
reprefented it to be, when they gave ouf; 
the undoubted (as they pretpnded) etyino:^ 
logy of Elabim. 
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SECT. VI. 



THERE were a few texts cited in 
the Differtations to prove God's adt 
of fwearing in SS. was expreffcd by Nijh" 
bang. And that God's having fworn to 
the Patriarchs, would account for thofe re- 
ferences in the New Teftament to his oatby 
which the Gentlemen on the other fide ap- 
peal to as references to his oath before the 
Creation, from whence he was denominated 
Aleinh The firft and principal of thefc 
texts is 

Gen, xxii. j6. 

"By my felf have I fworn^ faith the 

« Lord that in bleffing I will blefs 

" thee, &cr 

O R by my felf If\vear "^nv^m O. The 
fame expreffion occurs in the other texts | 

I»^4 
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liad quoted, viz. ^. xlv. 23. Jer.XTCxn. 
5. and xlix. 13. 

They tell me this verb comes from 
V1^ fatur fuit : and the meaning of it 
here, when fpoken of God, is, " I am 
^' made a fathfaSlion^^ Mr Moody y p. 76. 
— — " By my felf lam made fuffkienty it is 
*' I have given fucb fecurity as Jhews I may 
^' be trujledr Mr Bate, p. 81. 

How proper thefe expofitions are, fball 
he enquired into below in the Sedtion upon 
Radical Ideas, where the verb y^B^i fhall 
be more particularly coniidered. At pre- 
fent, as no doubt is made of its being ex- 
preffive of God's oath to Jbraham, I (hall 
proceed immediately to the references made 
to this oath in the New Teftament. I cited 
^o, viz. Luke i, 72. 

And Heb. vi. 13. 
'* When God made a promife toMraham 

x«i tXhOuhw wXffivyu <rf . Which are the words 
of the oath to Abraham, cited out of the 
Old Teftament. 

Th5 
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Tnf reference therefore made by the 
ApofUe to this oath that God fwore ta 
Jbrabamy admits of no difpute. 

The queftion is, whether there is a 
former reference to an antemundane oath, 
or not. I had faid> <^ podiing can be ga-* 
y* thcr'd from Ai^ text of St Faul^ whereby 
f * it may appear that fmy prior oath is re« 

« ferr'4 '^•" i^iff^*^ P- ^4- ^ ^ ^^) 
But my opponents think otherwife: tho' 
not with fqu^l conyidlion of the certainty 
of their own x^Qtions about it* 

Mr Moody fays» p. 77. that this text 
'^ evidently refers to an antemundane tran- 
f' fadtion, from which, as we fay, the 
<' Divine Pcrfoiis are called ALEIM/' 

B u T Mr Bate^ f* We lozy fairly colleSt 
f ' from thefe texts, that the covenant of God 
" was confirmed by oafb, when firft nfiadp." 
p. 76. " And we may Ju/lly look fpj the 
^* date of the Akb in dhe covenant^ of 
« which it was fo material a part." Ibidl 

yL% Mo^ fiippons one afiertion by aao- 
ther, viz. That the oalh to Atraham 
" confiftcd of two parts. The firft is, that 
" the feed of Abraham (hould be made the 
** channel to convey the blefling down to 
^* all generations. This part is newy and 

•^ ratified 
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}f ratified to Abraham by a VZVf^' or— i 
am made afatiifaSHm. 

<f Th £ fecond part is> that all generations 
^< fhould be bkfled m the feed of the wof 
f ' man. This part is old^ and tp^^/ Godf 
.:^* lobo cannot lye, promifed before the ioorhi 
^^ began " Or; {it(9 Xt^^ »*f^i«v,) before 
antient times, bdfore ^e Mofaic DiipenfiM- 
tion. ' 

That this laft f^ is the ejentiaf part of 
y the j^nte^ niade to jibrabam^ and is the 
^« fubjea 'matter of the oath referred to'' by 
the Apoftle. " 

'^' So that b^ evidently refers to an ante- 
f^ mundane ttanfadion/ p. 76, 77/* 

Now had $t Pmt/ told us that it was a 
twofold {sironiiiVs ' the one part oldy the 
other new % had he expreffed ms reference 
to the oath in fuch malnner^'that it might 
fippear he had reiped: to the ejfential p^rt 
of it, or the prpnufe before the world, ^d 
not to the fornud part or proniife to jibra-- 
ham's perfon^ we could have had no doubt 
about it. But as we have only Mr Moody % 
authority for it, it is not (b necei%y we 
ihould admit it into proof. 

EsPB CI ALLY when itappears at length 
that he has no better ground i^ his qw 

jcAure 
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jefturc, than that there is no inconjtjiency ttt 

fuppojing it to be as he fays. " What 

" reafon for this oath to Abraham^ that 
** will not equally hold with regard to an 
/* antemundane oile ? p. "jy. If God wil- 
" led to interpofe by oarfi for the fake of 
" Abraham and his poftcrity, why fliould 
*• it feem inconfiftent with the Divine na- 
" ture and attributes, for God to interpofi 
** hyy what among men is called an oatb^ 
" when bis counfely viz. the plan of re- 
" demption was firft decreed ?" p. 78. 

B u T I have obviated thefe queftioris be^ 
fore. It is the Bufinefs of thtk Gentlemen 
to prove tbefaSl of an oatb before the world, 
not to fuppofe it. * We have proof of God's 
oath to Abraham in both Teftaments. We 
have none of the antemundane oath in 
either. And if God willed to interpofe by 
an oathy or nyi2B^, for the fake of AbrabaWy 
and his pofterity, this doth not fhew the 
confiftency of z^promife to his creatures, 
before there were creatures to whom it 
could be made; nor the confiftency of 
the -Three Perfons engaging by an nSnt 
among themfelves for the fake of men, fee- 
ing they could not want aflurance from 
each other, concerning the future accom- 

pliOi. 
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plifliment of any of their gracious defignsf 
of mercy towards men ; nor the confi- 
ftency of their entering into fuch rhu for 
the aflurance. and confolation of man, till 
iuch time as nian exifled, and was capable 
of receiving both the aflurance and the 
confolation that fuch oath would give him. 
I fay, if there be no plain proofs fronx 
Scripture of this original antemundane 
oath, I believe the conjedtures formed upon 
the propriety or confiftency of fuch a thing, 
will not avail much towards inducing peo- 
ple to admit it as a fundamental article of 
Revealed Religion* 

Mr Batey who fpeaks pretty much from 
the fame topics with Mr Moody j puts the 
diflindion between Sbebab and Alab in a 
fomething different light. They are not 
the two parts of which the oath to Abraham 
confifted, according to Mr Moody 5 but re- 
late to the fame oath^ flrfl: as made, and 
next, as repeated. " Alahy or curfe pro- 
^* nounced, was the firft and original oath, 
^ and is ftridtly ONLY what we mean by 
" an oath, yntt^i is only a reference to 
." fome prior aft, or fome other aft which 
" gave fatisfaftion, aflTurance, or fufficient 
^'credit. The aift to which it refers in 

" Scrip- 



.'^Scripture, when fpoken of God, is the 
«* j^ab of the covenant, &c. *" p. 82, 

So this accounts, according to him, for 
the whole ihatter^ aiid fhews^ how the 
Apoftle did really and properly by his ci/W 
v(« ACfOMiA; reftrtb an J^b before the world, 
tho* his reference be inunediatiSly made t6 
J^aW : becaufe V2\tfi itfelf is " tml^ a re- 
^/erence to a prior off, via. the j4ikb of 
" the covenant." 

Allowing Mr Bate*i d^nOibn tor 
be a tme one, he needed hot to have been 
fb tender in his expreffioh^, wh^h he 
treated onthisfubjed, p. yb.-^-^x: « We 
^ may fairly colkif that the covenam was 
** confirmed by oath, ■■ A nd we may 
^^Jujify hok for the date of the -46i* in the 
" covenant, Gfr." For upon the footing 
of this diftindion, St Pauts authority may 
be fully claimM for an antemundane oath, 
and the conunon conftru^ons both of 

• THidU^plioiiGodkidhinfdfimdertOutfraiM 
MpitflSpd hf fiiying. He V^^^ was Arom to Mriibam. 
And 18 a word properly n(ed, when fpeaking of the mercy 
(proimfed or) being promifed to him. But doth not expiefi, 
^ jttiJ^ doety the wttUiud Miga$i9n or tye whkh heU both 
particf. y3ttf3 is not a covenant, H^Mis: oris what & 
cquifalent. And therefore it is B'H^K which mufi be afed 
to exprels perfons in covenant, p. 83, 84. 
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'^2\t^i and opu/Aiy which have occafioned 
the mifapprehenfions on this fubjed, may 
foe clearly laid ailde.- 

BuT if this diftindtion of Mr Bate*s 
will not do, as being arbitrary and unfup- 
ported, yet the author of the ChriJHan 
Plan has another that may^ viz. Whereas 
the " original covenant confided of two 
" parts, the firft, an engagement to create 
" the world, the fecond, an engagement 
" for the redemption of man ; the two 
" Hebrew words for /wearing exadlly cor- 
" refpond with this fuppofed ftate of the 
" cafe. Sbebab or Nijhbang relates princi- 
" pally to the firft part, tho' confidered ge* 
*^ nerally, as a promijfory oath/' p. 31. 
Whereas "ALE is an execratory oath, or 
" engagement for the provifional rememp* 
" tion of mankind," p. 30. 

B u T in this diftindion between Ak and 
and Shebahj ]^t Moody doth by no means 
agree with him. For Sbebab is fo far from 
being firft in order or in conception, that 
" it prefuppofes an Alah and includes it," 
p. j^. " nay, it is a confequence oiAlab!' 
p. 74. I fhall add more of their diffe- 
rences on this head in the fe^ion concerning 
Radical Ideas, and I fhall only note at pre- 

fent. 
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lent, how their diftinftions ftand in their 
Tcfpe&ke applications to the two text& 
which we are comparing with each other. 

"The oath to Abraham'' (fays the au- 
thor of the Cbrijiian Plariy p. 53..) " men- 
" tion'd Gen. xxii. 16. was evidently a 
^^ promijfory oatb^ for which the verb nifi)-^ 
** bang is ufed, &c'! But, according to 
my Batey it was only a reference to Alaby 
the curfe pronounced y and, according to 
Mr Moody y it was both promijfory and exe^ 
cratoryi for as a Jhebab it included Alab^ 
and the effential party or fubjeSl matter of 
it, was that which was concluded upon by 
an jUab before the world. 

But now, till thefe diftin<Slions are ad- 
jufted with more accuracy, it will not be 
unreafonable in me to abide by what I faid 
before, that " all the reafoning of the Apo- 
" ftle is relative to God's oath, to Abrabamy 
" in.ver. 13. and that nothing can be ga- 
" thcred from it, whereby it may appear 
" that any oatb ofGody prior to tbaty is fo 
" much as referr'd to/' Dijfert. p. 64. 

There is indeed a large anfwer given 
in the Cbrijiian Plan to my obfervation on 
the Apoftle's reafoning in the 6th Chapter 
to the HebrewSy being relative to the oath 

made 
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niii^t to Jhrahami (from p. 47, to 62.) 
wherdin he takes notice that " Paraphrafts 
*^ and Expofitors hive not done juftice to 
" the infipid Writer in their interpretation 
" of the 17th and i8th yerfes, (p. 48.) 
'* ind in generally fuppofing that the latter 
" part of this chapter, from ver. ij. to the 
" end of it, is to be underftood wholly of 
" what is faid to be tranfadted between God 
" and Abraham^ fince the infpired penman 
" of this epiftle refers to it in the 13 th verl 

"(P-530 . 

I CANNOT undertake to reply to all, or 

to a great part of what this learned author 

hath faid on this fubjeft, becaufe there is a 

great part of it in which I am not fure 

what his meaning was. But in fome of ^ 

the principal points^ (as I conceive) and 

where, I think, at leaft, I may be certain 

of his meaning, I will take the liberty of 

delivering my fentiments. 

E/{A«n7fv«y ofxw. The laft words of ver. 17. 
"The vcjb |t*«<r*7€u«, he fays, indifputably 
** fignifies mediatorem agere^' p. 47. So. 
" the words^ fairly rendered, fay, lie was;' 
" or became^ a mediator by oath'' p. 54. 

But doth fA«(ri7«uw fignify nothing more* 
than mediatorem epy vel agere? He fets 

M Scapula 
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Scapula at the head of his vouchees fof this 
fcnfc, who gives it indeed, but with this 
addition, — — " Item intcroenio^ itaerpono 
" me^ ut in Ep4 ^^Heb. c, vi. i/5*6<nl€u<rCT ojhw, 
" interpofuit fi cum jurejurande^ 8cc." * 
. Again, he obferves that this oath, by 
which he became mediator, *^ was the 
'* oath of his confecration to be our cvcx- 
« lafting High^Pricft " Ibid. '^ And the 
*' declaration accompanying this oath, is 
** penn'd in the very fanie words in the 
" Pfalmsy as in the 5th, 6th, and 7th 
^* chapter of the Hebrewsr Ibid. 
. If all this be allowed him, then he 
takes for granted the antemundane oatb 
will follow as a confequence, onjefs we can 
fhew that this oath of confecration was 

made fince the Creation.^ -" For fuch as 

" will not allow this fdlemnity to have 
" been performed by and between the Eh^ 
" hm before the Creation pf this fyftem, 
" ought to aflign^Zw^ other time^ whenlhc 

♦ " Mffl-zlivs/y eft aliquid agere interpomnjo, ?. g. 
'*- cam non adhtbetur fides verbis ^i ^/7«t;o/c£»i' <jP/ o^ev. Id 
*\ Ik^ hoc IpcQ diokur fecife/* (kmrw.. ai bt. 

** Ex Latino mtervemt : dicnntar aotem Ladois iftsf^ 
** 'uinirt qoi fidem alicajas fulciont. 5lc Deas foam ipfe 
*^ fiden/v^iT jurfjurai^do.** Grgt, inhe. 

''Lord 
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^* Li^dfwixn, and confecrated ihe Sqa of 
« God to his cverlafting Priefthood." Ibid. 

An* thus die proof for the ^ath Ijef^ro 
the world, dwindles at length into an argu- 
ment ad ignorarUiam. St P^/// has ijot af- 
figned the time of this oath, but only re- 
fet r'd to the Proiphet who firft revealed it. 
And whflfoever fpeaks more pofitivcly about 
the time of it, thatin can be cl^rly coUeded 
ffiom what the Prophet has repealed about 
it) go^ furtb^, m^ my opinion^ than he 
pun juftify. And therefore^ J U>ink that 
AkH ap will ii9t ullow this oath to have 
beea iiiiQe l;he Creation, ought to affign 
^omp good reaibo, why ^^ this oath or dl^ 
" vine aifurancc w;as earlier than the Pro- 
" phet by whom it was revealed," as I ob* 
obferved in the Dijferf. p. 67- 

His od^r expofition that I would take 
notice of, is that of the words next follow- 
ing, ^tffSswsu PfX», viz. ho6 iix ivo ir^xyiAOilwf 

ai/.iiMwy by two immutable tbi^s. Thefe 
af^e camaiqnly interpreted of God's pro- 
ifiife^ and his oath. But he fays, p. 48. 
^«t ^' ypon % fuppo/itim that the oath of 
I* ihe Mediator, or God-Man, by which 
*' thij i8th verfe fays he mediated, wa^ 
" both promii5>-ry ^.nd emcrat&rjy and re- 
M 2 " garded 
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^* garded the two great and principal work^ 
•^ of the Ehbim^ viz. The creation of the 
^* world, and the redemption of man, then 
" tbefe two engagements — ftriftly unchange-* 
" able^ might probably be- alluded to in 
" this place, &cr 

But is that juftice hereby done to the 
place which the Parapbrajis and Expofiton 
have not done to it ? Is it not as probable 
that the Apoftle had in his eye xhtpromife 
iind oath to Abraham^ the «r«yyfiXi« and «f xa? 
he had been fpeaking of juft before, as 
that he (hould allude to a Shebah and an 
Jilah before the Creation, of which no ac- 
count is given either here or in any. other 
part of Scripture ? " Unfupported ailer- 
** tions," (as this author juftly fays a little 
below, p. 54.) " can have no weight 
*' againft plain texts of Scripture expounded 
** by the rule of analogy, and by compar- 
' ** ing fcriptural paffages treating of the 
** fame thing." 

" But as there is a good deal of reafon- 
.ing upon this article for feveral pages toge- 
ther, which I muft profefs I am not able 
to enter into, I afk the learned author^'s 
pardon, if I have been fo unlucky as to have 
miftaken or mifrcprefented his meaning 
' in 



jn what I have faid, thro' a too forward 
belief that I undcrftood it, , - 

The other text wherein Nijhbang is, 
ufed of God, and which was brought by 
Mr C. to prove that the Elahim fwore^ is 
Pfal. Ixxxix. 3, 4. " I have fworn unto 
^^ David my fervant, Thy feed will I efta- 

<' bliOi for ever." . 

. Upon this text I had obferved {Dijfert. 
p. 67.) that it *^ relates to God's promife 
" given by Nathan in z Sam. vii. 11, 16. 
" and that xht /wearing unto David (nn^) 
^^ i^ a proof th^t this oath is not to be un-^ 
*^ derftood of any aft done before the Crea- 

But the author of the Chrijiian Plan^ 
after beftowing a cenfure upon Bifhop P^- 
trick *, who interprets it as I h^ve done ; 
and upon the Commentators ^ in general, 
proceeds to give his own copftruiSlion of it, 

* ^' I WISH he had been more careful to render to the 
<< Qod-Man his due^ in the general coorfe of his comment 
'* upon the FfalimzxA Provsrh. This is a defideratum in 
" Pfalm LXXXIX. part Of whicli I (hall now cite to^ 
•' iJrengthen my prefent argument." Chriftian Plan^ p. 42. 
- -j. — «' Examples of this bafe unaccountable praAjce, 
**- may be g^ven from the comments npon almoft every 
•• pj&lm." p. 43 • ^ i 

M3 That 
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T«AT«tPD, m^cbrfen, andnin, which 
we render Davids are neither of them ta 
be underftood of the King ofjfrail the fon 
of Jeffe, but of Chrijl the S«i of God, 
The ttkot^ given are, 

First, b^caufe < ' both thefe wit^ an4 
'' defcripdre appellations belong to him, 
" ic»T 'Ho^w, who was the root and the off- 
*^ fpring of Dflvidy to whom ^ voice from 
*• Heaven faid, 72^ art my bekwd Sofii in 
*• whom I arh ivett pkafed'* p, 44. 

But tho' root and pfFsprihg of Davidy 
and beloved Son, belong, in ?ifi eminent 
fenfe, to Chrift, or, if you will, belong 
only to Chrift, doth it follow that Tn^, bcr ' 
cauie it fignifies beloved^ which ib^ Son Was 
above all others, being • /»^ flt)/«r«1^, may 
not alfo, as a proper narHe^ denote the fon 
oijejfey the temporal King of Ifratl? 

There muft be therefore fome further 
reafpn given for the application of in, in 
this text, to Chrift rather than to David. 
And a further rcafon is given, viz. 

Segoj^dIy, ^^ becaufe thcire are fooie 

^ marks and drtuftaiiWs in thefe Verfes, 

" {viz. the 3d, 4th, and 5th,)i which 

^^ muft detjsrmme die ap^icataoii tp the 

fj Jatler Davidy (Chrift) an^ excl«icl<? cUr 

« tircly 
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^« tirdy thfe King of Ifrael fo flamed/* viz, 
«»*-*^— ^ Se^d to whom a <^ pcrpetoal efta« 
<* bliihment of a kingdom is therein pro* 
^' mifed, can be none other thafl the KtH 
" W^y who, upon the Fall, was promifed, 
** the very perfon who (hoold break the 
** Serpent's head, This Kingdom was to 
^« be an evcrlafting Kingdom/' &<:» p^ 4^. 
But how is David the temporal King 
excluded hereby ? The promife was of ah 
everlafting Kingdom 5 and it was made 
good by the kingdom of David defcending 
upon his <^spring Chrift.^r-s— ^" Bleljfed be 
^* the kingck>ni of our father Davidy* 
Mark xi. 10. " Thou art the Son of God, 
^* thou Art the King oi Ifrael,'* John i. 4^; 
^* The Lord God fliall give unto him die 
** throng of his father David^' Lukei. 3?. 
And this is *^ the throne which was efta-^ 
" blifhed for ever, a throne of fuch dura- 
*^ tion as to continue from generation to ge- 
" neration, till time ihould be no more/* 
Ibid. And yet it is called by the Angel 
Gabriel, the Throne of David.-^lSot the 
Throne of the Beloved ^ but that of his Fa- 
ther David. And why might not the per- 
petuity of this Kingdom te promifed to 
David the fon of Jefe? Efpeciallyas it 
M 4 had 
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liad hetnpromifeJ to him in Nathdtis vt- 
fion, in thdfe very terms in which the pror 
mife is commemorated in this Pfa/my 
1 Sam, vii. i6. " Thy houfe and thy 
" kingdom fli^l be eftablifbcd for ever. — 
« Thy throne fhalj be eftabliflied for ever. 
" -— According to all thefe words, and ac- 
^' cording to all this vifion, (o did Nathan 
" fpeak (not tp the Beloved) but tp Da-^ 



"But if thefe arguments, (fays our 
author) " are not conclufive, the next vcrfe 
" will furnifh us with fomething that is un- 
" anfwerabky viz. God would never ufe the 
" ftile O Lordy when ipeaking of, or tp, 
"the king of ^W.*' 

Ve R Y true ; but why fliould it be here 
fuppofed that God is fpeaking ? The ftile 
ufed is from the Pfalmijl fpeaking to God ; 
as is the greateft part of the Pfalms whicji 
follows. Our author has indeed thought 
fit to anne^f the 5th verfe (o the 3d and 4th* 
— " And the Heavens Jhall i>raife thy wonders y 
" (Heb. wonderful, or wonderful one) Q 
" Lordy thy faithfiihtefs alfo in the congrer- 
" gation of the Saints'' Whereas there is 
nothing to countenance this connexion, but 
the fuppofition of a copulative v^u in the 

firft 
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firft word of die 5th verfe, |TV1, & conjite^ 
buntfir\ which would be more properly 
xender'd« as ieveral prefixed vau's are ia 
Noldius * — quamobrem^ qtuirey ^^ wherefore 
" the Heavens fliall praife thy wonders, 
" O Lord/' And Dr Hammond^ in his 
Paraphrafe of the Pfalms^ takes particular 
notice, that ^^ the 3d and 4th verfes are 
«« evidently fpokem by Qod.-"— ^— " / have 
" made a covenant.'--'--^T'by feed will lefla^ 
" ^/^.-~— But the 5th, by way of anfwer 

" by the Pfalmifl. And tie Heavens 

^^ Jhall praife thy wonders^ Lord'* Ham. 
in loc» 

Anjp it deferves like wife to be noticed, 
that at the cloiib of the 4th verfe, where the 
words afcribed to God end, there is Selab. 
F^. — ^And further ftill, that if the 5th verfe 
were to be included, as our author fup- 
pofes, in the addrefs of God to his beloved 
Son'y the latter Davidy his own rendering 
of IkSd by the WonderfuU or wonderful 
One^ would give him no fmall difficulty to 
account for in this place. 

However, from thefe premifes, as 
jiaid down by himfelf, he concludes, p. 45. 

# FrefixM Vdu. ^am. 49. p. 294. Edit. lUfn. 

'' that 



•^ thtt Ae etMtutnt artd oath iiicntiwi'd m 
•^ ver. the jd, «^ ie thje which werfe 
«' m*dc by Ood die Father and Odd thb 
•'Sdn, when th* dccrtft referred to in 
^« 1^^ ii. i;fas made/* 

Ykt thi« iwaj^ ^^ amounts to no more 
fttlaft than a mayh, by argufnentum dd i^^ 
norantiam^ or on a fuppofition that no body 
can (hew Ae contrary .-m^^—'^ It \t incum-. 
«* bcftt (fays he, p. 46.) it is incumbent 
** upon fuch as arbittarily rejei^ this evr- 
** dcncc, to affign any time finccdie Crea-. 
^* tion of the world, when fnch a Covenant 
** was made between the perfons of the 
^^ Eflence, or the Effence and Humanity 
^« of Chrijiy and tka ratified by oatbr 

BtjT diis, I fuppofe, eannot b? incum- 
bent, If good resdfons have been affigned 
why this text doth not relate to that ante- 
inundane covenant he would interpret k 
by, but only to a covenant, made in time, 
between God and Da^d his fervant. 

M* Md6{fy hath ^n argument upon this 
text, to (hew its reference to Chrift, which 
hath cfcaped Our author. It is in anfwer 
to what I had faid, that " take this paflage 
" which way vou will, the /wearing unto 
y David {ynh) is a proof that this oath 
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^ is not to faiB underftcx)d ei iAywSt dona 
^* before the Croatioti/' Dijirt. p. 67^ 
^' Chrift^ (&y4 he) hi Mb addmft to h|s Fa- 
^ didr, }tiw :prii. 914. %a, Thou i!^^ 
^« mi hefoixt the foundsiiQii of thd xrodd; 
^ If he WJiA Afi;^^ before tht foiuidsitfDii 
'' tf ^ worM, h0 tm *m i>4^/^ beibm 
^' iSinc tlMd5 chat ii, b0f(9re th* Cmftioti^'^ 
p* 854 ^ 

I AMiWBR. Mr Jk&zfi^ fatys, p. i$%i 
ihtt " lt^2 H^, in tbej%r€e and grMima^ 
" f/^4/ proptmy of the words, i^/ie;/:^ fij9j^ 
^.' hiiies to cut off a purifier^ a&d implies 
^^facrijice. — r-rAnd in p. 11 9. That in the 
^* places where carat Beritb occurs, ^ fa-f 
*^ crtficial aSi mufi be fuppofed to have been 
^« performed'' But now this vcrfe we are 
examining, runs in the Hebrew^ 

.nay nnS •nnc^i ^mnnS nnn ^n^o 

He will not deny that the cbofen, with 
whom God made the covenant, is thtfame 
per/on with the Beloved to whom he fworc. 
But if tins per/on was the Beloved^ or David, 
\^e£oK the Creation, from the grammatical 
propriety of the word, then a real facri^ 
jke mujl have been made with him, or a real 
purifier cut off with him^ upon Mr Moody % 
pwnpfipciples, before the Creation. Which, 

how 
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liow it could be done, or how it can be 
conccired, I leave it to faimfelf to coniider. 
Thi8 is indeed no more than an argu- 
ment ad bominem^ or an afTumption for a 
moment of his own hypothecs. (Tho' 
probably I may be told hereafter, ^at I 
give up, by this conceffion, the whole dif^ 
pute about Carath Beritb.) But I perfuade 
myfelf it will be excufed, nay thought fuf* 
fident by as many as ihall give themfelves 
the trouble of reading what Mr Moody haa 
wrote, under an air of ftri<3; rcafoning^ 
upon this pail^ge in the Pfalms^ from p. 82^ 
top. 88; 
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THIS word, which hath been com- 
monly reputed the Angular of Elo- 
himy is made by Mr H. and Mr C. a word 
of diftinft confideration, being, they fay, 
the participle paffiye of hSk jurare^ figni- 
fying. execrated^ and applicable only to the 
fecond Perfon in the Trinity, who took 
man's nature upon him. 

Mr Bate defends the verfion of it by 
execrated J as indeed he muft, if it be, as 
he fuppofes, a participle paffive of the 
Scripture verb, which, according to him, 
has no other Jignification than to curfe. p. ^^^ 

56. 

Mr Aboaby tho' he admits pn7K to be a 
participle paffive, yet he cannot but think 
fome fofter term (hould be thought of to 

exprefs 
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<bcprcfs it by, than execratedy p. 12. Brit 
he does not teU us what. 

Mr Moody alfo agrees with them in its 
being a participle paffive, but he interprets 
it difFerently. m7^f ALVP, *^ Tlje ad-^ 
^^juredj the obligee^ to bear the Ale, /. e^ 
** the perfon on whom the paffive part of* 
"the Ale fell," p. 8. 

Bu T Mr Mooikf tdjs us in another place, 
p. 49. " He is called m^K ALVE, He 
<^ 00 whom the interpoiitioii wa$ unto the v 
<< cfaauge of hi$ own ^onditipn tp change 
^ x)ars J A&^ inUrpofad oney as he t?ji% wa$ 
« between the wrath of Qod :»diwuen " 

AiJ D they aU take fi>rgrame4 l3wt nbll 
and n)7K are diilind words both in found 
«Qd fignificationi ^e one a<£tive^ th^ other 
paflive. So did Mr H. who gave t^ £j1# 
lowtng reaibn lot U, {^vmris^ in^ $wn 
Udit. p^ 37- wh^e he (sndcavtxurs to Uaew 
that n7K is thenomff^ukrcfXS^rhiky and 
/A? re?a? of rnS« /^^ partkipU piffive) vi?- 
that " the wQr48 n'pK and 13^^ in fcnw 
" Bibles have the forged points of the apq-- 
" ilates for or to infert the vcm'^ and 
" confoMfid the words. That the word* 
^* in H^en/D letters have no letter fw«, oi* 
f*. thw: in the fingular or plural. And, to 

" avoid 



^^ avoid that confufion, wias the myAery 
« why Mr C writ or founded thofe WQrd3 
" with an n, EJaiy ojcid El4bim.'* 

B u T it 16 a knQWD rule, as 9ny, ia read-* 
ing Hebrew^ that "vau i^ often to be founded 
\Rh^t it is fuppreffed in writing, whether 
there be a point; or not;, denoting its fup- 
jMreflion. As . in ail the cafes of plural ic* 
minine terminaticms, participles nominaf^ 
cent, (Sc. mSvv Gm. vi. 9- is the feroe 
word with tyiTiT^ Qen.ip^vi. i. pfiw 
bkkx, Exp J. ii. 14. the faopi^ with iSjDW^ 
ffz. iii. 2, y}p frequenth^ itands for ^LlTfJf 
and prr\ for pim. So Tli and naa fo? 
^a and nia:|. Are they therefore not the 
fame words, or of the fame fignification ? 

pint DmiMus^ when fingular and fuf^ 
fi^ed, is generally without the vau^ ^ 
miH Her Lord, Judg. xix. zj. The only 
inftance I know to the contrary, is in the 
yerfe inaimediately before, viz.. Jud^* xbc. 
zt. whcue the fame word is wrote nUHJCf 
And inK> when fingular and not fuj$ixed^ 
is as generally wjote with a vau. I think 
there are but two inftances, viz. Exod. auciii. 
17. and xxxiv. 23. where it is wrote, not 
being fuffixed, without the vim. (Tho' 
the Samaritan copy hath the vau in both 

places.) 
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pliccs.) Is therefore nin» pj^rr, in tfiefc 
two texts, a different title from mn* piffHy 
Ifa. i. 24. and iii. i. ? Hath the former, 
fTjf, an adtive fenfe, and the latter, \nK> 
a paflive ? 

Thus nW, wrote Deut. xxxH. 17. i^ 
wrote at the 15th verfe, hiSr. And n*7ff, 
wrote Z>ii;/. ii. 38. is in that fame verfe *, 
as well as in the verfe before, and in the 
verfe following wrote HiSk. Is the latter, 
therefore, tho' njorc fiiUy written, a diflindf 
word from the former, /. e. neither to be 
pronounced alike, nor to be underflood in 
the fame fenfe ? 

How the van comes to be omitted in 
writing, I cannot fay with any certainty^ 
But it is very obvious to conceive, that this 
manner of writing was introduced after the 
vowel points began to be ufed. And if any 
confufion in the language hath arofe from 
dropping the textual vowels n)au or yW, it 
is owing chiefly^ as I conceive, to the no- 
tion which is taken up by fottie who abfb- 
lutely rejeft the points, viz. That two 
Words, one of which hath the vau or jod 

* So it ia fband in the Editions of Jtbias^ Michmeiiit 
ami Ffilyglot. Und. bat in the Editions b/ Plantim it ii 
printed in the 38th verfe nbn, not ni^K. 

inferted 
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inferted acfKmg the texttial letters, and the 
other hath neither, cannot be the fame 
word, of the fame pronunciation orfignifi- 
cation. J5. gr. The infertion of the vau 
in pK arid nS», either by a point over the 
laii letter of each^ or by eypreflion of it in 
pronouncing the unpointed text, hath occa- 
fioned no confufion in thofe words (as 
Mr H. pretends with refpeft to the latter) 
bccaufe they are the fame words, when fo 
pointed, or fo pronounced, that they would 
be if the textual njau was inferted, and 
they carry the fame fenfe of Lordy and 
Gody that they bear when wrote more at 
large, pn» and niS«. But Mr C. hath 
furely occafjoned a good deal of confufion, 
under pretence of avoiding it, by read- 
ing nSt* l^lab without any. authority, and 
thereupon diftinguifhing it from HiSk, the 
fame word fully written, making them 
different words, and then giving them dif- 
ferent iignifications. The reader may try, 
if he pleafes, the effcdt of this diftindlion 
in the three verfes laft cited out of Daniel^ 
by rendering hSk a fwearer to a covenant y 
and rn^K execratedy or the execrated one *. 

And 

• DAN,xi. vcr. 37. Neither (hall he regard the G^d 

[Hei, n^K, thejhveam to a covenant] of his fathers, nor 

N 'the 
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And when he had done, let him confider 
whether Mr H. who plainly forefaw the 
difficulties oriiing from this paflage, upon 
his interpretation of £/e7^^, has faid enough 
to obviate them. See his Remarksj p. 72. 
And Mof.fme Princ. -f* p. 54. 

And 

the defirc of womcB, nor any God^ [niVfe< ^D aty execrmttd 
one,'] for he (hajl magnify himfelf above all. 

Ver. 38. Bat in his eftate he flmll faofioar the God [Hei. 
nbH/voianrf &c.] of forces : And a G^d [Heb, ni^ mt 
oxecrated one] whom his &iher8 knew not, ihtll he ho- 
nour, GTf. 

Ver. '39. Tha»*(ha11 he do in the moft ftrbng holds ^Hh 
aftrange God, [Hii^ ^33 rtl^ BIT with a ftruige exotU- 
tid 6nit] &c. 

f Rem. p. 72. '* The Heathens (fays Mr ^.) afl had 
•* EMim, bot none of them had rff>ik, (What meaneth 
«* then a Cbron. xxxit. 15. *U ^3 n>^H ^3^ ty trj Eloab 
** of every nation ?) tho* it is once ufed as Chaldet in 
^ Dan. cited Mo/, fint Prtkr p. 54. 
. Turn to the page referred to, «/«. Mof, fiM 'Print, p {4. 
And yoa will not find any one oJF thefe three texts cited. 
tho' he could mean no other, b^aufe n)^N is not men- 
tioned elfe where in Daniel \ but yoU Wfll find the fbllO^- 
iog obfervation» «/«. 

•' That fin the bodk of Daniel , v^hen they nfo the iar- 
*' minacions of thefe words in the AJfyrian language, they 
* art vaftly different. We find Vn foAietiines termftiAted 

<« with n ^— .MHVk is atfo ufed.-^ Somtitides ili- 

«' ftead of Elahtm they We mVk, and once VH^^ and 
^ fometimes ^n^H^ and for the falfe gods of a king of tho 
*' North, which was to rife up afterwards, ni^K." 

HSRB we have t^e word once ufed, as he fdys, in Cbaidie, 
almoBg other of his AJfynan variations ffoih the ^tti^. 

But 
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And if tibere is no reaibn to doubt, as 
i think there is none, that hSk and tyoa 
art the fame word, only the vau is fup- 
prefl^ in the one, and exprefled in the 
other, why may not D♦^7^? be the plural 
of one, as well as of the other J ? 

I F it be faid it cannot be the plural of 
niSif , becaufe it is wrote without the v/m. j 
I anfwer, that &T\p, D»pm, anal, 
ohiliy (^c. are frequently wrote without 
the 'Oaii : Are they not therefore the plu^ 
ralsofm*^^ \:miy &c? 

The plural of CJinn AbyJJiis is rWDTin 
and nonn, as well as mSinn : for it is 
wrote all the three ways, tho^ in the finr 
gular it is never wrote otherwife than with 
the vau. Are thefe three plurals there- 
fore difFerwit. words, and of divers fenfes ? 
Or may it be fuppofed that flDHn, Exod. 

Pat it ia in vaiB to r^refent the inierted vau in HiVk ^ 
thefe texts, as a Chaldee termination ; for the whole chap- 
ter IS pure Hehrenjj, and has not one AJJyfian idiom in it. 
And the XVh^ thrice wrote in it» is as good aothori^ lbr.its 
being a commoa name for God, whether troe or falfe» p 
it is in any other part of the Hebrew Scriptures. 

X Mr Moody i p. 13. fays^ that " D'H^K may be. the 
" plural mafculine of ilbl< an oath, and fignify /wearers, 
** or pcrfons under the obUgation of n^K, an oath?'' Bj^t 
farely the '* plural of oath is oaths^ noK fwearert?\ 
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XV. 5, 8. and Deut. viii. 7. is ;6ot the plu- 
ral of Dinn, becaufe two vaus are omitted 
in the writing of it ? 

The plural of piN L^^, viz. CD«n«, 
is but once in the whole Scripture ^ (fays 
Pagn. Vide Tief.) wrote with a vau , 

tySHHy MaL i. 6. 1 think it is wrote 

once more, when it relates to men, PfaL 
cxxiii. 2., 

When therefore Mr Moody tells us, 
that Q^*lW may be the plur^ mafculine of 
nS», as D*n» is the plural mafculine of 
flK ^<2^i, p. 13. ' I obferve, in my tarn, 
that as D*n» and ♦i'lK are alfo plurals of 
^HN ior^, fo may D^hSk and ♦hSk be 
plural of nhv^ God. 

It may not be impertinent to obferve 
further, that the antient traditions we have 
of the pronunciation of the plural D*n7K> 
confirm the infertion of the vau in found- 
ing that word, tho' the vowel itfelf aj^arS 
not in our prefent copies among the tex- 
tual letters. Fof E;^««n* * is as evidenriy 
taken from D^'^SK, «ts Ex*w || is from \^yi 

In a fragment oiPhilo Siblimh verfion o( Sattchoniatb^M, 
cited by. Eu/eihs in his Pr^rf. E*uang, L. i. 

I TiV%\dLt 7ti EM\t¥ >te6A»//iK®- T^l/®-. Ibid. 

or 
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or tix or HA»eH * from *?». And in QnV 

gen's Hexapla D^PtSk was cxpreflcd by 

EA«f*/A, G^». i. 2 ^';3fg-j i. 2, P/i/w xlv, 8, 

And we have better authority ftill for 
the pronunciation of the Angular by Eloak 
or Elob'i I do not mejui from Suidas or 
Mofcbopubis "f*, but from St Mark^ who 
writes the word ufed by our Sayipur oil 
the crofe, to exprefs My God^ Eaw*. 

Mr Hs way of .accounting for this is, 
that Hm, as St Matthew writes the word, 
ilands for ♦n'jK % withqwt the 'om un4?r-» 

pig/dus.' Mr H. himfelf contends for Ha/(^ coming 

from the Hehriw bv^, tko* I da not i:e0ieinber that he takes 
Qotipe ^f tlie (WO fmn^T inilances wl^^re . the <v«fy i&coo- 
cfjrnpd. . • • J , 

f Eaoji tCsAiTi O 0fc®-. 5«/^/?i. : EAA<y/ O 

0s<^ «2yflt^' ECfAiQt<» Mofchop, «»-gf/ (fyjii'nv^ Thjcfe 
feem to be tranfcripts of the word n)^M into Greeks by pat- 
^iog I^a in (]ie piaoe 6f H, for vy^nt.of a.l}etter maoner of 
e;)^refring itr 

. X *• JiA/, HA/, Xa,yLA^e£A^dLVt. Why haft thou, whq 
'* yns coM/g4fratfd,.wiik this Manhoo4 in this work, fepa- 
^'4'4t^ thy«felf frpmme. T)iey have ipad? this^ cita- 
" tion from fySzi^ xxii. i. But there is no evidence for 
*^ ^at, I haye lhew*d the diifcrencre between "^X and H^K. 
^' It was ^^^< which was concerned here, and that word is 
*' nfcd fingalar, Deut. xxvii. 1 7, &f c. And Wahon de Lin- 
*' guA Syriaca makes it 'n^N.*' Mo/, fine Princ. 

f hi* 

N 3 ftood : 
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ftood: butSkAf4ri'8EA*i|ilaiidifor*niSie* 
wkh the vau inferted ; nd that they are 
different words, and of different conftnic- 
tion; the one implying confederated^ the 
other execrated ; and that bodi of them> in 
thefe texts, are applied to the Second Perr* 
fon in the Eflence, to whom the addre6 
Was made by die manhood under \iA fufc 
ferings. 

Mr Bate alfi> urges diis diftindion made 
by the EvangpUfts in the writing of the 
word, as an argument that tn7R and ^xrhvi 
^ muft be difierendy pronounced, and that 
" the latter was, nxntb the titmofi propriety^ 
" applied to the Second Perfon, the ^eho^ 
^' "oah vci Chrift, by the man on the crois^ 
^* fo adually under the execradon that gave 
"him the title." Examiner Exfimirid^ 
V^ 63. 

• •' Mark ». 34. miVM, ♦n**, KAif/, "Ehwi, *•. 
«< where feversd of the divine writen menciofi tiie -feme 
'* Perfon apon the (ame occafion, each glides him a di8eten( 
** actritnxte, not to make the teart micertain, hatfaMtMlf 
** to defcnbe the fame Perfon. He that M the Manhood 
** was 02^, was forely, according to oor ideas of tilings, 
** and, according to the words of the Law, an txtcratitmT-^ 
^marks, p. Z-j* hU 9^n Edition, 

Nay 



^AtVy he is ^ clear m d>is po|nt, t}ia| 
fce ^s, /ii</.— p^r--" I will refer jt to any 
" ^/{/ woman J whether, when there appears 
/* to he ^ word in the Hebrew which can- 
/^ not be writ pthepwife than as Sjt MdrA 
** hsfih wrote £a«^/, and when th*t is a tit|p 
" appropriate to the Second Pejfpn in xYip 
" Trinity, de&ribing him in the cpnditiofli 
.** he then was whcji the Maphpod fpoke^ 
/* whether, I fay, St il4^r>^ did .»ot ifiten^ 
*^ to refer us to that word/' 

JHe has iijideed here lodged his appeal 
49 (thp ^eft hands for himfelf. For I be- 
Ji^we, if he h.ad referrd the njatter to per- 
'^8 of more fenfe an^ judgment, he could 
ppthaye hoped for tbe^ decifion in his fa-^ 
vour. Becaufe they would quickly have 
difcovered, that if St M(ifk intended to re- 
fer us to niVl*, (which I think it will be 
- readily allowed he did) then that word 
cannot be a title appropriate to the Second 
Pprfo^ in the Trinity, becaufp it cannot be 
^plied> as it i$ in this text, tp the Second 
Perfon in the Trinity, without making two 
Perfonf in Cfarift. 

Agajn, it i^ not juftly inferred, from 

the difiercait manner in which the tw© 

pvangeliils have expreffed the original 

N4 word 



[184 5 
word in Greek letters *, that they intended 
to cxprefs different original words, and cf 
different conftruftion, the one in the fenfc 
i)f confederated^ and die other of execrated. 
Becaufe they muft bodi be prefiimed to 
give in Greek charaders die fame word 
fpokcn by Chrift in another language ; and 
they do both agree in their interpretation 
of mat word by 0e^, which neither figni- 
fies the confederated nor the execrated one-^ 
as my opponents themfelves teftify, when 
thjsy declare it is nothing to their meaning 
of the Hebrew. Ypt I'prefiime it will bfe 
diought, that the authority of. St Matthew 
. in faying, HXi, T»Tir« Su [m. and of St Mark 

in joying, BXm o co iuAi^fji,t}ttyofAV)w 0«^ fiMf 

' f On foppofiUQO that *nbH was the original word, ac- 
cording to fFalion de Livgfia Syn'aca, p. 88. { ^hjnk 
Mr Btdfwfz way of reconciling St Matthew and St Mark^ 
is not amifs, mix. that the former puts the letters e|f the ori- 
ginal word into Qr$€h charaaers, HAr« |>y emitting t|ie 
fuau^ as not expreffed in writing the original word, and the 
n as n9t capable of being expreffed in the niiddle of a 
Grtek word. Whereas in St Mmrk the mau^ in prononcia- 
tion, is expreifed by ^n m^gtty ^vltile the tT is pi to be 
underftood, as not capable of being wrpte. 

Let me jctft faither obferve in paffing, that St I/latthrw 
wrote Ea/, not hKet^ and St Mark^ EAfi»/, not AAwe/, as 
it (houtd have been, according to lAt B^t^ R^ Mqodi, aiid 
the Cbrifiian Flan. 

I? 
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is better dian Mr JETs authority in telUiig 
us they are different word*, denoting dif* 
f<^ent attributes, in order more fully to de- 
fcribe: the Second Perfon. And what (hould 
have hindered their giving Mr JTs mean-^ 
ings (had their meanings been the fame) 
in Greek words, as proper as thofe by 
which they have render'd ><»f^ o'«C«x:0«w ? 
Efpeeially if thofe meanings were of con- 
fequence to be known, in order to defcribe 
the Second Perfon? 

T o return now to mSw ift its gramma- 
tical conftruiftion, Mr H. and Mr C. inter- 
preted it as a participle pafGve. I objeded 
iagainft this, as Others had done before me, 
as being an irrcfgular and unknown inr 
flexion of their verb hSk widi the mutable 
T\ 5 which fhould make its participle paf- 
five nW. See Dijfert. p. i6, 37, &c. 

Let us how fee what ways my oppo- 
nents take to fet this excq)tion afide. 

Mr jtboaiy p, 12. fays it is **" rejgularly 
"formed from the root and verb n7K, by 
" putting the letter vau after the fecond radir 
^* cal, as well as other participles, viz. TW2i 

." from naj, x^m from piy niyy from 

f c .^^fy;' Tj^s ^^5 Mj. If s ^ay of reply- 
ing 
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tng do tj»e objf^^kiwi U, tho' it rcaUy 4l>«i 
AQt fe*Bh it For tjie paitteiplc paiUvt of 
irm muft have the ««« ki the liuni order, 
whether it be « pcr^ vc it like n«), or e» 
imprrfe^ pne. SiH ho«r^^ th^ obr«rr 
vm>h «(pcow9t for t]M iireguUrlty <?f n fiii4 
ioClfdd of>(/, or np» inf^wdttfnm in « 
¥(;rh eiuUng with the mutiible n ? 

Mr Afi^Aippoies it enoegh to alleclge, 
4h9ttheyhjure4i>infhu)Geinrnn, thstti^e 
*» n may be fometimes r^tai^^, /» well ^ 
« filM9ge4 i«(o j^fl^-^^^l^am. ¥. 17. we 
*» Jwrc mn m4!fimi . wid ^4, i. 5. it is ^'\ 

Bf}T be£9re dus can be bcoMfht as a 
^rM inibuxe. be mvift. prove nv7, 
JUm, V, 17. ft>bo«farti<Hj4e^4iyc. An4 
Jf this 4C0)ii4 be .^one, his obforv^n woukl 
amoijifit to iip ^ipre than thi^> th^ bec94i& 
-3^1 Ju^pfHspfi «* hj^ once. w^QtSi f^ *i% 
(which OQCttTS J^> i. J. Tifr- VHi. ;i8. awi 
i^m* i. at.) th?r^e .nyjN W*y pofljibly 

■ ]| ^R ff. tboujght iti))ffici«nt to fay — r^" And the qb- 
'* fervatorlcnows that the letter»in nSJ are ndical, and fo 
•"-Jbwncd <hmoi)mit. n»a, nni3J.-TrT^^BJ»n34, and 
*• JivnM, uvi njiX prtic^le pjiffive popjcrit. Aod^ 
" fliay fi» la Hliriip Writings ^rftif; f. 284. holw the 
"*< fiitlciptes ^BataNlIjr 4r(Dna«l<b/4fae4iifert)00 of the 
-4* letter va«, &c. Rtmaris, p. 37. 

be 
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t>e ftlways, SJod without exception, written 
for nh». 

Bu T that nn ihould he a participle paf- 
five ia ^ufi pla(:c, is <i^trea>ely improhahle. 
]F<ir it neither hadi.a pa^SLve fenfe, nor is it Ui 
the form of the participle paflive^ inwhidi^ 
if it Wi^re inflede^ lilv the perfed verh^ 
wkh n finaU it wouJ4 he fffHy ^^ <^<^ 
then it would be doubtful whether it were 
(dbe active or the pafiiyi; participle* 

H£ had afH>^er ini^oce in view> as apr 
pears by his refoience in tb^p fame pagetQ 
f^^' xVr 33» wherp rw^h occiir«. But as 
he barely reform to it» wUhput giving the 
reafon of his doing fo> X (h^i coniider it 
fimong JV& JB^U/s inftwcesi who olSbr^ at 
fi reafon for bringing it amoQg the reft. 

Mr Sate produces two inftanccs in Le^ 
vit. where tin may be accounted a paitici* 
pie pafliye* One is, dse lail mentioned) re- 
ferred to by Mr Moody. The other is iiB^w 
TTH, chap. xx. vcn i8. But the only rea- 
fon Ite gives in behalf of thefe evidences, 
ts, duit he £nds the wxsrd in both thefe 
texts conftrued met^rudta. See Examhter 
B!xaffUtt% p. 74. to which he refers in 
rhk Scripture meamng jrf jtkimy p. 26* 

BtTT 
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B u t he doth not fay by whoni it is thus 
conflnied, or how it appears to have becit 
taken for a participle paflive by the per- 
fon who fo conftrues it* The Vulgate hatK 
menjlruata^ Jfa. xxx. 22. But in Lev. xx, 
18. injtuxu tnenftruoy and in xv. 33. men^ 
firms tempmbus. And the other vcrfions 
fometimes tranflate the word by a paffive, 
fometimes by an addve participle, fome- 
times by none, plainly defignirig to exprefi 
only what the general fenfe of the Hebrew 
word is, not what part of fpeech it is *. The 
intcrlineary verfion> which may be fuppofed 
tncre exaft, never puts a participle paffive 
for it. Nor, I believe, can Mr Bdtt (hew 
any Grammarian or Lexico^apheir who 
takes it for one. ♦ . . ^ : -^ 

H E alio produces my?, Exam. Examindy 
p. 74. « And thou fhalt be n^yt removed 
'^ into all the kingdoms of the eart^ 

* .Mit Bati may j[>6rhaps have obferved, .tHat the Latin 
verfion of the SjHac in Ltv. zv. 33. \% menftruata. But 
the Sjriac itfelf is not \!^0^^'2 the participle paffive^ but 
lin*3DD3 which is rather, an adje^ve. And the &me 
word occurs in the other text^ chap, xx, 18. where it is 
rendered by menftrtmm fatUnte, Qn the contrary, the La- 
tin veriions of the Samaritan and Arabic^ . which give it in 
thti latter text by i<tf;|/fr«^/«> twAtx'rXf jq the ferm^r tofit^ 
by a participle adive. 

I' fieuL 
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** Deut. xxviii, 25. » And I will give 
** them nwt /^ ^^ removed and fpoiled,'* 
£5J^/t. xxiii. 46* " i have (fays he) the 
" tranflatipn on my fide, that it is paflive, 
" fo I may venture to offer this as a wit- 
** nefs €vcry way qualified/* 

But this fort of proof from tranflations 
comes a little out ofcourfe, and contrary 
to exped:ation, from a perfon who contends 
fo warmly for a flridt adherence to the ori- 
ginal againil all tranflations whatfoever. 
Neverthelefs, when he condefcendcd to 
make . ufc of this kind of evidence, he 
fliould, when he quoted the Hebrew word, 
have given the whole word as it flands in 
the context with its prefix twhy for fo it is 
in both the places, unfavourably to his con- 
Uruftion. And when he quoted the paf- 
five word remavedy which our Tranflators 
ufed in. their text, he fhould alfo, injuilice 
to them, have given their rendring in the 
margin, viz. YLth.for a removing ^. This 

margi- 

+ In the fonricj: of thcfc places, whence this word is pro- 
daced, the very, next verfe hath a noun fubdantive in the 
very fame conftrnflion. For after it is faid nW^ n«n> Et 
eris in commotionem, it foUov^s ^3Kd!? 1^^^^ HDMI Et eriC 
cadaver toum in efiam. 
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liKtrgihaf antidtation they haVtf bcflowe^ 
on both the paflagcs. And had IVfr Bate 
done fo too, he would have difquaBfied 
Ac wkncfs he ventures to ofFcr as one 
every way qoaliiicd. 

Besides, tho' he find* nW thus 
written twice, it is wrote five or fix times 
njnr, where the Kffi nevertheleft is nwt. 
Whether thefe be different words^ one 
from rrT> the other from HJ^I, or whether 
they be the fame word differently Written, 
may be l queftion, which I flbdl katve to 
the Lexicographers td determine :|:* But 
mj^t, I believe, wasnever thodght tobea 
pardcipie paffive, till Mr JB^/r judged it fo> 
and produced it as fuch to put it upon the 
rank with Mr jffs TfhH^ The vet ikms all 
give It as a noun, Awkw^j (*, comnMioi dif- 
perjh. And fo I apprehend does every 
Gramnftarian and Lexicographer v94thoirt 
exception* 

' In the latter place, th« very next word is a fabftantm 
in the fame conftnidUon T3^1 nil^?^ in cgmmothmm & in ra- 
tinam^ and fuhftantivet arc commonly thnsoiibd, bat par- 
ciples paffive feldom» if ever. 

X KIMCHI mzke$ them different worda, and is & 
ht frost locking tipon niyt to'be a participle paffive, that 
Jie fays n^)t JOJ^a lioyi, I. #. /// JigmficatioM u iiejamf 
filiitb that o/iljf)t, u t. ' Motio^ commotiom 

In 
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Im the fame place^ viz. Exam. Exa- 
mifdy p. 74. he mentions n>Ni Pf. xciii* 
•5. as another inftance. Bat he has not 
diewn it to be a participle paffive, neither 
perhaps can he tell with any certainty what 
is its root : For no kfs than three different 
roots arc affigned to it, hKi> H^J, and nw, 
by diiFerent interpreters. I prefer their ac- 
counts of it^ who judge ft to be the niphal 
of mK : ^ pafiire inded, yet perhaps not 
a participle^ bata rerb of the prsterperfeA 
tcfnfe, at leaft not die participle /i7i&»/, nor 
a parallel with hiSk.— -t^p HlHi Tnu*? 
Domui tua defiderabHis njtl decora fuit fane-- 
tias i ' * - « 8ee Pagnin on mK. Robertfons on 
mftJ) and odiers. 

Mr Bate alfo gives us {Script, metfn* 
t)f j&imy p. 26.) three more word^ end- 
ing in n% viz. n^^, nn, and niKJ. But 
aMho' he produces them, I prefume> as 
particapks paffive, yet ndlher doth he mej>* 
tion the texts whence he had taketii tfaam 
':mjuchi imt^r doth he fpeak one word 
in their bthatf. So that it is fufiicient to 
reply, that they are all ufed ^ liOuns^ but 
ate never ui«d> ^t I know of| as partici-- 
pies paffive. 

He 
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IIe had faid indeed in ahothdr pfoce^^ 
(Examiner Examindy p. 73.) that vau in 
the third order is paffin)e. By which, if he 
means that participles pahtd have van in 
the third order, it is true. But if he means 
that every word having vau in the third 
Order is a f^xxxcs^c pabuly or is pqffivey he 
mufb be miftaken. For, not to mendoh 
fuch words as DiVb^ PaXy taHTsrs ^ffi^^y 
tve find that ^m widi a 'u^t^ in the laft 
fyllable, is zGCtvty and figmiies ofprejfor^ 
Jer. xxii. 3. So in the Gbaldee SiflDp is i»^ 
teffeSftf-f and pl*T& is redemptor. 

T o which I may add words in the He- 
brew of common occurrence >|iVm Duk^ 
X\yn gratiofusy a\m mifericorsy Iiaj/Bftwi, 
^(fUnfedulus. For tho' thefe, a:ccording to 
^e Maibretic pointing, are of a difierent 
form, as well as thofe abovemendon'4r 
from HiVr; yet, in the eftinfiation of thofe 
who regard nothing but the letters, they 
'mfuft be of the fame form. 

m^K therefore can&ot be reputed pafiive 
merely from its vau in the third order, or 
before the laft radical, even fuppofing it 
might be accounted a derivative from rhu 
to fwear. 

SECT. 
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SECT. VIII. 



BUT there is another objedHon to fheir 
account of mSt^, and to their applica- 
tion ef it to Cbrt/i as his peculiar title, 
which I took notice of in the Lfijfertatiims^ 
viz. that their cbnftrudlion of it under that 
application, does hot correfpond \^ith theif 
own conftrudUon of n^i*. This I thought 
was a Inslterial objedion, for it appeared to 
me (ahd I gave my jiarticular reafons from 
p. 45. to p. 51. why it fb appeared) that in 
whatever fenfe execration could be applied 
to the perfon to whom they appropriated 
the name Eloab^ it could not be applied to 
hfan in that fenfe of execration which is. im- 
plied in the Alah^ from whence they derive 
the divine title EJahim. 

I HAD taken particular notice iii {). 371 
and 45, that if jilah the verb figniiies to 
Jwear^ or bind one's felf under a conditional 
O exccra- 
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execration, the participle paffhe will fig« 
TiiSy ficom^ or bound under a conditional 
execration j and confequently will not fig- 
nify execrated^ without departing from the 
given conftrudtion of jOab. For it cannot 
fignify being under an aSlual execration^ if 
it fignify being under a conditional one. 
They fay^ no Hebrew word hath two 
ideas, yet here are two ideas^ and very 
different ones. 

Neither can Ekub be appMed In a 
a peculiar manner to the SecoDid Perfon, 
and fuch appUcatbn be juftified front the 
force of the word, if it be tnte, as ^ey 
alSert, that each perfm in the Trinity was 
fivoruy or bound under a condMond exe«- 
cration, becaufe, in that cafe, eitdf ^pei^fin 
will be HiSk. Each Perfon, %s Mr Bate^ 
had a part to perfiirm in die covenant, and 
each was bomd by a curje to perform k, 

P-37- 

• Or, if the tide Aleim^ as Mi? Bate * 

now fays, (p, 83.) *' implies that ^ifira^ 

• * Ufcw my obfervlng that Mr C had produced oo in- 
ftance of nVK applied to a perfon as a name or appel&tbn^ 
%AxBati znimext^ P* 44- *' He had do occafion to'ptodoce 
** an inftanoe, for rPK when applied to Mptrfin certaU/ jfe- 
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<< had denounced that curfe which hath the 
" obKgation of an oath on Himfelf^ and 
'^ every one elfe that is concerned in the 
" covenant," why is not every man niVx 
to whom Jebon)ab hath made known hia 
will, as being concerned in the covenant, 
and fo bound under the curfe ? 

T H I s Mr Bate would avoid by faying* 
that nS» is not applicable to men, but 
only to the pronouncers of the curfe^ to thofe 
to vvhom fupreme power belongeth. Cpn- 
fequently ho man can be mW but the God- 
man* Ibid, and p. 43. 

But ftiU, if the promuncer of the curfe- 
included himfey^j as Mr Bate often tells us^ 
why is not each of the Divine Perfons 
nV?»? For if each bound himfelf, the 

'* nifies a fwtanr u a covenant, whether it had ever been 
** fo applied or no.** 

Upon my laying that Mr ITt interpretation would not 
fiik the tties of the word in Scciptare ; Mr Bati replies* 
p. 57. *' Let the definition be pir/ons who have made a co» 
** venant, and it fignifies fo, fijice it defcribes the manner 
^ of confirming their covenants. Or, if this be objeded 
•• to, let it be denotmeers of the curfe:^ 

Upon my fuggeiling that by their con(lru6lion, fvibjefb 
might be as properly Elahim as their faperidrs, Mr Ba$e^ 
difting^ifl^es again, p. 43. *' The people could neither /r«* 
" nonMce the curfe for thcmfelves or othen." ^bat exprcf- 
fes an ad of power, which non# but God and his Vice^ 
gerentscan earrcife^ p. 8|. 

O 2 binder 
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binder and the bound, is the fame perfori 
exprefled by the fame aftioii, and thefe- 
fore the adlive rhu, and the paflive mS», 
belong equally to each perfon,, who iis as 
truly 6ne as the other. And the fame thing 
holds in refpedt of God's Vicegerents, if they 
be called ^leim, as having right to denounce 
the curfcy and if each included himfeify each 
in that cafe would be mS» as well as nV». 

But Mr Bate diftinguiflies further, 
p. ^^. that curjedy is one who fuffers the 
curfcy which he is not, who is (only) puf 
under the curje. A perfon may be faid 
to be brought under ^ or into a curfcy and 
yet we cannot fay aShudly accurfedy as Cbriji 
was. 

But this is not confiftent with Mr-ffs 
account of HlvK, Rem. p. 72. that when 
the Scriptures, in which this title occurs, 
were written, he was not aStually execrated. 
Nor was he fo in Mr £Ps judgment, till 
htfuffer'dtbe curfe-^ fo that Mr Bate's di- 
ftin(3don doth not agree with his title mSi* 
in the Old Teftament.— But more of this 
prefcntly. In the mean time 

We arc told that Chrift was Tvb^y not 
merely becaufe he was bound by a condi- 
tional curfe, but becaufe, by that condi- 
tional 
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tionalcurfc, he was to undergo an jHah^ 
which he had abfolutely undertaken ai 
Jurety for man* See Examiner Examined, 
p. 24 and 25. 

But if mV» be fuppofed to be ufed 
only to denote a vicarious execration, (as I 
faid, p. 47.) Cbriji being made a curfe for 
usy it is reafonable to demand where thb 
word is fo ijfed, or by what rule of con- 
ftrudion it m^y be interpreted to this 
^cnfe, 

BiJT Mr Bate no^ f^ys, p. 56. that 
^loab doth not fignify a vicarious " execra-^ 
" tion^ nor do they ever fay fo in order to 
^^ account for the meaning of the word as 
^' applied to Chrift." 

They have riot indeed ufed thp words 
mcfirious execration^ but they h^ve ufed 
word« equivalent, (fee ipy citations from 
from them, p. 48 and 49.) as yor, and 
injiead of mfiny m the fenfe that the Apo- 
ftle fays, . mflde a curfe for mfinkindy to 
^\fatisfy that jujiife'' (thefe are Mr Bate^ 
words. Exam. Examirid^ p. 35.) V' which 
" man could not do for himfelf And 
now again (in his Script, meaning ofAleim^ 
,p.^6.) "He would not (fays he) have 
J* been JJoahy hadit not been neceffary for 
O 3 « him 



•* him to be (6 in our Jleady if h? wquM 
*' fave us/' Yet they fay not this, it feems, 
in order to account for the word ; the mean-** 
ing of that depends on fomethingelfe, wz^ 
that " he was really and in faB made a 
5* curfe"" p, 56. 

Hbre 'tis obfervable Mr Bate avoids 
the repetition of the whole expreffion made 
a curfe FOR US, (j^f »©/*»©» ut^j tftMit xdS^^a) 
leaft it (hould imply a vicarious execration^ 
from which he endeavours to diftingui/h 
the cuHe that made him Jlloab (tho' he 
owns it was neceiTary he ihould be Ahab 
-in ourjlead) by fepreienting him as bebg 
made a curfe realh/ and in f0 ; as if tli? 
curfe in reality and in faSt were not the 
fame, whether it was borne by him as a 
furety^ or not. But, if I appret^^nd his 
meaning in this diftih£tion right, it is 
grounded upon a new reafon he has 
thought of, and is, in his own words, as 
follows : Wfc. " If drift was cttt off in 
" anger and ih wrath, and which he borp 
. ^' in that liaft agony in the garden^ he was 
" REALLY Jhab. And tve nutf thence 
^* get thefiri^ idea i>ftbe word^ and fee in 
<5 ivjiat fenfe he v^as mSff, viz. as bearing 

**the 
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^ dicf wr^ pf Gp4s and being cut off 
^^ from the Iwid pf the liyipg." p. 56. 

But how does Mr Bate gatjier this to 
be die proper me9ning of ^a^^ iincethat 
word was in ufe fome ages before that 
wr^th was executed, and the excifion perr 
fbnn:d ? A word written^ as Mr H. ob- 
£:rved, bifore be was oBualfy execrated^ 
and reached from the Fall of man to the 
f(0i and therefore muft mean, in it^ 
ufage throughout the Old Teftament, a 
perfon who was determined or obliged to be 
execrqtedy mA one who was aSiually or 
really execrated. 

Why Mr Bate gathers his conftrudtibn 
from t}ie Old Teftament in this manner. 
He fays, " if we read Deut. xxviii. 9. 
"we find there were many particulai^ 
^^ contained under the word rt/W, in con- 
" fequence of vsrhich they were finally to 
" be cut off in anger and in wrath, and in 
•* great indignation ; and if Chriji was cut 
" off in anger and in wrath, &c'' Ibid. 

The paSage referred to is Deut.xxix^ 
28. (for his reference is wrong printed) 
in which chapter jUab is indeed mentioned 
two or three times. But the effed of the 
curfe fpecified by rooting thenty (viz. the 

04 Jf- 
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Jfraetttes) imt of their land in anger ^ &c, 
is mcntion'd »s the confcqucncc, not of 

nV, butn*?^p*. 

Mr Bate*s folution dierefore of Ac mat^ 
ter ftands thu$. Becaufe it was foretold 
that men (houW fky of the Ifiraelitesy. if 
they broke the covenant, and were caft 
out, that the Lord had brought upon them 
n^Tp h^y by rooting them out of the land 
in anger and in wrath, therefore Q>rifiy 
who was cut oSfroin the land of the living 
in anger and in wrath^ was called ni*7tt^ 
by Mojes and the facred writers, by way 
of anticipation or prophecy. 

Much of the fame nature is his other 
folution given a little below, p. 56. viz. 
that ^' as Chriji is called ^c Lffmh Jlain 
** from the foundation of the wQvldfph^g 

• " AH nations fliall fay, Whcrcfpre hath thp Lord dope 
*' this onto this land ? What meaneth the heat of his great 
•* anger? 

V Then men (hall {zy, Becaafe they have foriaken the 
«* covenant of the Lord, £*ff . 

." And the anger of the Lord was kindled againft this 
•* land, to bring upon it all the curfes^ ■ . TMpVi i?3 
'^ that are written in this book.'* 

Then follows the text referr'd to, yjsr. 28, " And the 
'* Lord rooted them out of their land in anger, and in 
^' wrath, and in great indignation, and caft them into ano- 
'11 tber landi ^ it is this da/«"_ 

f'beforg 



^ bcfow he was flain, he might be §alle4 
f* the execrafedy the devoted one fronqi ^hf 
^*. fame tin^e or before." 

He p)ig^t indeed have been called thf 
devoted tme^ if that had been thp fenfe of 
T\h\H^ becaufe that is a ftile referring to 
fomething future, but he could not be cal- 
led the execrated^ meaning really and in 
faSi^ (as diftinguifhed from purpofe or defti-- 
nation) which is the fenfe Mr Bate is now 
infifting upon. The Lamb is no other- 
wife faid to be ilain from the foundation of 
th.e world, than in God's counfel ^d de- 
jtermjnatioQr And even that was not faid, 
till God's whole counfel was fulfilled on 
the Lamb actually jlain. This text there- 
fore in the Revelations^ can be no authority 
for faying that Chrift might be called HiSk, 
really and in faSl execrated^ from thefouur 
dation of the worlds or bejore^ becaufe he 
was not, as Mr H, obferves, aBudlly exe-* 
prated till he took flefh. And fo Mr Bate 
feem'd to think himfelf, when he faid in 
Exam. ExamirCdy that the Second Perfon 
is called m^K, becaufe as furety for man 
be was to do and fuffery or fatisfy that ju- 
ftice which man could not do for himfelf. 
Na^, in his Script, meaning of Aieim^ tells 

us^ 



118, p. 54* that rrhn will bt, as it k^fiar-^ 
Hcipk faffhe^ a poribn curfid^ mn who is 
made, or TO B£ M ADB a curfe. But 
the true reafon, as I take it, of his mMing 
now upoa his being curfed realfy and in 
faS^ in order to explain his title mVw, will 
appear in the next fedtioOf 

Mr B^e tries another way, p. 57. m 
an(wer to my queftion {Differt. p. 50.) 
Whether JTiSk can be cxpeffive of Chrift*s 
xSttarnGxt in the interval between man's 
Fall and the Incarnation ?— ** He had 

fwom (fays Mf Bate) be would be-* 

come a curie, and exiled things that h 

mt as though they v)erey 

BffT did he give a naipe to hin^lf im^^ 
porting what be was not^ as though he nvere ? 
If this MTas done by way of frolepfis^ be-» 
caufe he was hereafter to become a (urje^ 
why may we not fay (to fpeak upon the 
fame principles) that God is called Jleim^ 
Gen. i. hy -wzy oi prolepfis too; not that he 
had at diat time done an zGt from which 
he was fo denominated, but becaufe he 
fware unto Abraham afterwards, which 
would explain diat title. See whether there 
is not as good reafon to apply St FauT^ ex- 

pref- 
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pwAoo, ]^, iv. ij. to a^ fjcphnMSoa 
0^ (me inflow, ^ to the other, 

I TttlMK the dtfficuHi^ wi4) whidk I 
lubd chai^od Mr ffi and Mr Cs account 
ef £ib<x6 cottld not be finall, ince thc]^ 
hai^e driv^ Mr $0* at IfAgth to the£e fo^ 
hithnf, of ti)/$m. He would ftftver hav^ 
hftd repour^ to thefe kft iat^rpfctidons, 
or have brou|ht tMe texts out of Deuten* 
vmyy 4p^dyffe^ and St fau£s Efifihs^ to 
^f^KMt ^em, if he had not been forelj 
prefl^ lor a r^^ of fiMne fc^ or other. 

M& M^od^ l^dfi it moft expedient to vc^ 
gne with the word unexj^akied. He tells 
usss— — B--»* The Second Pecfon was under 
f * an nSft to fiifier an n^TK* which was his 
'^ part. Whjtt i|)pre naturd, what more 
f* eafy conftrufSion ^lan dus/' ^c, p. 8. 

Box however eafy die conftru<3ion ma:} 
appear to him, yet he thkiks it proper to 
i:lcsr it up further by a note. Whore he 
% ii iM. " '^ He was not mSK> becaufe he 
" incurr'd the n^N of the oath" (in this 
we are ail agreed) << but becai^e by this- 
^ r^ (^th^ oeMh, he took upon him the 
^^ 917Hof theLaw, whkh we ought to have 
** fc^r*d." {that is, Jt was ^ vicarious exfr 
pratmj die' M^ BiOe d^es k) " Here 

"are 
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♦* are two ThH% one of which he took 
'^ upon him to make him ni7M for maa^ 
*' which, had he not done, he muft have 
« been rvhn for the breath of his oath." 
But as he could not incur the jilab of the 
oath* he could be jiloab in nq other fenfe^^ 
(as I have often faid) than in that of a 
mcarims execration y Txhtk for maq,. as 
Mr Moody terms it But this is the con-r 
ftrq^ftion of ^ab^ of which I had ob* 
(erved there is no example tp be found. 
Yet he thinks he can fupport it from my 
own way of arguing : " If Chrift, fay? he, 
" a3 thp Dodor allows, could be HTTP by 
"fufFering th?^ hhp of the .Law,-JD^a^. 
*' xxi, 23, Then he naight be HiVk^ by 
" fuffering the rhiHy or fn7K, curfes of the 
** Law, Lieut, X3fix, 28,~-xx;3c. 7. Which 
^' he did, for, he redecpi'd us from the 
/* curfe of the Law, being mf^de a curfe 
r" for us,. GaJ. iii, 13, which curjeis called 
:*' in. the plapes referred tQ above n*7R an4 

Could Mr Moody have been fur^^^of 
what he here fays, or could he make even 
a probable proof of it„ there had bjeen fpme 
.plea fpr his manner of reafoning on thisar- 
ticlep ' Beioaufe it is but j^f^ tQunderftg^^ 
. - ^ St 
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St Paiih cxpreffion of Chrift's being made 
a curfeforusy according to the meaning of 
the Hebrew words in the Law, to which 
he refers us for that expreflion. Let 
Mr Moody read GaL iii. once again, and he 
will find at the tenth verfe, that " as 
" many as are of the works of the Law are 
" under a curfe. T« xolo^^av w*, " for it 
is written, " Curfed is every one that con- 
^' tinueth not in all things that are written 
" in the book of the Law to do them/* 
'SmiTKjAo^^A^ voi^ K. T. A. The pailage cited 
here is Deta. xxvii. 26. where the word in 
Hebrew y render'd by the LXX. «nxat1«f al®*, 
is ^11M, and is mentioned at the clofe of 
feveral denunciations, each of which be- 
gin with nnte. 

Again, G^.iii. ver. 13. " Chrifthath 
** redeemed us from the curfe of the Law, 
^^ ex Ttjff )c«1«f«y," being made a curfe for usj 
ym\i»t}^ inrig 7I(mm¥ x«7«f«, " for it is written, 
" Curfed is every one that hangeth on a 
" tree/' EmxoSccg»l&* v»u x. t. a. The place 
here quoted is Deut. xxi. 23. The word 
in the LXX. is x«)(«Tf)^»jiAH^ v^ro Oey, and the 
Hebrew is &rbv< rhhp. 
• N o w St PauPs citation of this text was, 
I think, authority enough for me to allow 

that 
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that Ckn^ c6\ild be flbbp. Bi* xAiefhtr 
Mr Mooify luEs flny authorily from ihtntte 
for (kying he fioigfat be nfXt txK>, is a pcont 
^diich I iliall kave to himfelf to eonfider 
of. But I am veiy fiire he had no author 
rky from thence to ex^ain the curje which 
Chrift was madifsr usy by thu and /wS^f^ 
in two other chapters of i^MAsnmfl/ffiif^ fince 
neidier of tfaofe words occur fo muck as 
once in that chapter whibh is feferr jd to by 
St Paalbk the text abovemention'd* 

Mr Moody perhaps will alledge, dtat he 
did not mean, JKvr hath he expielsly faid, 
diat this text in GnL k cited 6rom a text, 
or from a chapter in Deuf. where the 
words rhu or fthtH are fotmd ; but that 
when he faid, " which curJe (in Gal. iii. 
" 13.) is calkd in the places refen^Jto diove 
" (viz* Deut. xxix. 28. and xxx. 7.) fhtt 
«* andtxhuf he only meant that nS^p, 
and rhvij were equivalent in Signification ; 
the curie of the Law being indifierently 
cxpreis'd by either. 

If this was his.meaning, &e obiervation 
neither comes well from him. Who, on 
other occafions, denies that any two He^ 
hrew words have the fame iigniiicatlon ; 
nor is it true in regard to thefe texts he had 

under 
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under confideration. F(»r ifi the foctnei: «f 
his texts, viz. Deuf. xxix. 28. nW is not 
die word for the curfe^ but nVSp, and re- 
lates only to God'« rooting Ifrad out of the 
land, as I (hewed above, when I confider'd 
Mr Bat€\ af^cation of it to Chrift. And 
tho' rnStt is indeed found in the other text, 
Deut. XXX. J. yet k relates only to, tempo- 
ral curfes, fuch as the Ifr-aetites ihould in- 
cur, if th^ ccmdnued in difobedience, but 
fuch as if they amended, ^< God would 
*^ put upon their encniies^ and upon thofe 
« that hate them." 

^HE Curfe thatChrift was made for m, 
. cannot be interpreted of thefe. 

And therefore I cannot comprdiend 
how this paflage of St Patd^ tho' I ac- 
knowledged it as a proof that Chrift might 
be faid to be •^I'TK w T^fT^% can be made 
a proof of his being mS». For the que- 
ftion is not, whether he was made a curfe 
for uSy (this the Apoftle has clearly deter- 
mined in the affirmative) but the queilion 
is, wheAter Ehab k appropriated to him 
on that account. 

Th£ Y lay great ftrefs upon this text in 

,Galatians. It is dieir capital argument, 

and yet we fee, when it comes to be clofely 

ex- 
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Examined, inftead of being a voucher fbt 
them, it proves a witaefs againft them. 

Notwithstanding,' Mr Mooify 
had the courage, in the coilclufion of his 

note, to fay^ " This, by the bye, may 

*• ferve as an anfwer to what the Do&or has 
" objeded from p. 47, to p. 51/' 

And I obferve, by the bye, as my conr 
clufion from all that 1 then objefted, and 
have fince added upon this article, that it 
appears, that Chrifl's being faid to be made 
•IIIK or tHT}^ for men, is no more a proof 
of his having his name m?** from his be- 
ing accurfed'y than God's having been faid 
(as I remarked in another like cafe) to 
fivear by the word VlV^i fix times, was a 
proof that he had his name D^^Sm ^om 
fwearing. 

I M u s T not however totally pa(s over a 
fhort, but offered as a decifive, argument, 
on this fubjeft, which the author of the 
Cbrifttan Plan has been pleafed, if I miftakc 
not, to recommend to my confideration. 

" As to the obje<ftion (iays he, p. 25*) 
" about Chrift's not being liable to this 
"ALE or curfe, becaufe he performed 
^* every thing he promifcd, or fwore to do, 
** fuch objedion carries its own anfwer 

" with 



[209] 

*' with it. To be made a curfc for his 
" brethren, in order to preferve them, 
^* was one of the things he fwore to per- 
" form, and therefore let little cavillers 
" draw the conclufion." 

But there is no other conclufion to be 
drawn from it, than that be was made a 
curfe for his brethren according to his oath, 
and fo could not be liable to the curfe 
which is confcquent upon the breach of an 
oath. And this clears up nothing in the 
prefent queftion, viz. Whether his title 
ni7K is taken from the ALE or curfe he 
was made for his brethren, or frona the 
ALE or oath by which he fwore to take 
their curfe uoon himfelf. 

An anfwer to this would have fhewn us, 
ii> what fenfe this learned Author interprets 
Elmb in its appropriation to the Second 
Perfon ; whereas all that can be gathered 
from the concife and indiftindt reply he has 
given in the words above, is, that he takes 
it in a compound fenfe of two fenfes of 
nSt* join'd together, and to fignify, one 
who bath fivcm to be made a curfe. 

If this was his meaning, I anfwer to it 
diilin&ly thus : 

. P He 
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He was not Ehab on account of his 
having fworn or bound himfeif under a con- 
ditional execration, {<x in this ienie it could 
not be his peculiar title> all the three Per- 
fons being iaid to have Axforn, and to have 
tx)und theoifelves^.in the fame manner to 
perform their refpe(3iye parts in die cove^- 
Hiant 

Nor was he Ehaby execrated, from 
the breach of his oath; in diis all are 
agreed. 

Ne I THE K was he Eloaby execrated, by 
being made a curfefor bis brethren ; becaufc 
ALE is never u&d for a vicarious execraK 
ixxxiy and becaufe the Ekbrew word £x his 
being made a curie for his bredireii, and 
to which St Paul refers for that expreffion^ 
is ffTTp. And altho' the taking «pon him^ 
felf our curfe might be in con&quence of 
his oath, or mighty as this Author £iys, 
ht one of the things wHch he fmore to ^/er- 
form^ yet the fubjed matter of his oath, 
viz. to take upon him a conditional »nVSp> 
cannot jufUy be efteemed the ground of 
the etymology of his tide BJMh^ any more 
than thefubje^ matter of the oath of the 
three Divine Perfon? can be efle^med the 
ground of the etymology of their common 

deno- 
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domination Blabim, rather than the o^ 
idelf foy which they bound themfelves. 

B u T if he was neither Eloab on account 
of his having fworn, nor on account of his 
being njade a curfc for his brethren, how 
he ihould be Eloab from any coalition of 
thefe two ienfes, I muft leave to the Au'^ 
thor himfelf to explain. 

If they who read candidly and without 
prejudice, (hall judge that there is fenfe ' 
and reafon in what I have faid upon this 
article, I (hall not be £bUicitou$ about tho 
conclufions that Cavillers^ whether little or 
gre^, may draw from it. 

Mr Bate had faid, (p. ^^. Scrip. Mmh. 
o£ jikim) that ^^ in order to find out tho 
^^ meamng of Aloab^ we were to look for 
^* an thviy which is coniequent upon ths 
*^ breach of an oath, and yet Chrift wa$ 
'^not named ni^K from die breach of 



" one." 



This (eems (ibrange } but not fo (Irange 
as the word which the Author of the 
Cbriftian Plan has found to anfwer thi$ pur* 
pofe, which is T^hp^'^'-'—^^'^ It is a word 
** (fays he) for that fort of curfe which i^ 
" fuppofed to be the efFeft of imprecation 
*^ tofed in the oath ALE, by which it is 

P 2 " fpe- 
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** fpccially diftinguifticd. This word, we 
" are told, comes from 77p, which is thus 
** interpreted by Conr. Kircbery proprie al^ 
** leviarij vel ponderCy vel honored vel exijii^ 
** mationey & opponitur verbo ^iD." C6W- 
ftian Plariy p. 29. 

And the application of this obfervatioh 
to mSte, Chrift, will be found, S)id^ 

p. 34-— 

"He engaged to fufFer the Divine 

^' wrath, and*— upon the croft ta empty 
•* himfelf of all bis glory y by which, and 
** his long courfe of fufFcrings, he fully 
" explained the meaning of the .i^ord 
^< KaLaL, and th^ original intention and 
" primary defign'd application of it. He 
** became of no reputatioriy was defpifed and 

" rejeSled of meny &c. ^The word £?- 

" loaby therefore, which fo frequently oc- 
" curs in the SS. and is rendered God, nroft 
" properly' and eminently defcribes this 
" Sufferer, fuppofing it to be the partici- 
" pie paffive of the verb nSw.*' 

The learned Author, I prefume, doth 
not expeft any great regard fhould be paid 
to this kind of reafoning, fince he is fo in- 
genuous as to reprefent the relation of n77p 
to A L E, and the relation of Eloab to Th^ 

aa 



wff4ppojitionsovi!iyy from which nothing cer-* 
tain can,be deduced. Or if the {zxdifuppojiticm 
. were both allowed him, W2f. that nS?? 
(is not fuppofed to be, but) really fignifieSH 
die cffedt of imprecation ufed in the oath 
ALE, and thereby fpecially diftinguiflied 
from it J and that Ehah is (not merely fup- 
pofed to be) the participle paffive of the 
verb n7K 5 yet is not his inference juft, 
that Eloah therefore moji properly and emi^ 
nently defcribes a fufferer under the n77p, ; 
which i^ fo efpecially diftinguiflS d from the 
ALE. A reafon might have been taken 
from hence for his being called n / /pj had 
that been his tide : But no reafon appears 
froiji hence, why he fhould be c^ljpd JS- 
loahy and by way of diftindion too from 
the othpr Divine Perfons, who were all in- 
volved in an ALE, tho' the parts they 
were to perform in confequence of it were 
very different, And as all the other titles 
given to Chrift in the Old Teftament, fuch 
particularly as diftinguifli him moft from 
the other two Divine Perfons, as Pl^B^D, 
ai)d n^JJ, ^d nna HkVd, &c. are from 
flie offices which he undertook, and fo 
muft be fuppofed equally confequent upon 
his ALE, with the curfe he fubmitted to 

P3 for 
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for man, there k the greater reafon to pre* 
fume, that if he had any title given him 
fi^om the eurfe he undertooj^ to |)ear for 
man, it woiild have been taken from SSp 
or Tttti and not from a word ^xpreffive of 
the common engagement of all vm three 
Perfons for the Redemption of Mankind. 

I DO not fee then that my objedions are 
got oyer by any of the aforefaid replies^ 
notwithftanding the great endeavours that 
have been uied (o obviate them in various 
vrays. And I muft now refer it to my Rea* 
der to judge fojr himfelf, whether they cait 
be got over upon Mr JETs and Mr C's con*^ 
ftruaion of hVk and ruSu, againflt which 
fllofi^ xny p^pppt|on$ were niade. 



SECT. 
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SECT. IX. 



MY Opponents have made otgedions, 
in th«ir turn, againft the propriety 
of the derivation of Eloah (which I had 
mentioned ^fpeckus) from jikh with thd 
tmchangieable n. No exception indeed lies 
againft itd being the participle paffive of 
that Alabj becaufe it is as r^gularty fo as 
Tf(^ii is the participle pafljy^ of nii. Bvit 
thfey except againft theconftrudtion of it by 
fdefidus^ or at Icaft againft the conftruAion 
of Elohim by cultiy or colendi. 

Thus Mr Moody^ when he fpeaks of 
th* DpSlor's Arabic y or M-koraniJh deri- 
vation of Aleimy p. 89. " Suppofe novT 
" (fays he) Jkim to be derived from the 
^* Arabic AJe^ to worftiip religioufly ; it 
^* muft fipiSjtheworJhipperi religioujfy :■ It 
^' cannot fignify to be ^<^Jhifped''—'--^lcik 
fieafon for this follows, viz, " Ale the 
^^ verb, is cohit. Ale die noun fingokr, k 
P 4 cultor. 
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cuhor. Akim plural, njuft be cultures, That 
is, he fuppofes a noun of the fame letters 
with the verb in the perfeft tenfei cannot 
be underftood in a paffive fenfe. But what 
then fhall \k faid to fucji inftances as fol? 
low? n>{* the verb, is formavit; •iX* the 
noun fingular, isformatumyjigmentum. ^^03 
effudit, ^Di efufum. rhw mifit^ pSz^ fniffik. 
^rofcripjity 2I^^fcnpfumt fcriptura^ i&c, 
• B u T he acknowledges " Alue the par- 
** ticiple paffive, may be cultus worfhipped j 
5' but Aleim (he fays) can be nothing but 
^* ivorjhippers :" Whereas one might rea-r 
fonably infer, that the plural of Alue might 
ijgnify worfhipped too, . 

But, as I take it, here is a mjfiery in 
hi3 w^y of writing Aleiniy much of the 
fame fort \yith . that mentioned by Mr H. 
" why Mr C. writ and founded Elabim 
^^ with an a'' That is, he drops. the vau 
in writing the plural in modern letters, and 
then tgUs us that j4Jeim not being wrote 
AJueitn^ cannot be the plural parjicipld paf- 
five, and cannot %nify ctdti or coknS. 
Juft as Mr C. by \yritipg Elabim with an a^ 
cndeavour'd to extipguifti the vowel vau in 
the pronunciation of Eiokiwy and to prove 
from thence, that no vau was fuppreifed 
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Eh writing &Thtiy and that it is not, and 
(pannot be the regular plural of tyha. But 
I hope I have faid enough above to obviate 
all fuch inferences. 

I HAP/ in p. 71. of the Dijfertatims^ 
given the fenfe of Ekah ivovc^jilab^ with 
the immutable n in thefe words : ^^ The 
^* Being that ought only to be adored/^ ' 

Mr jB^/^ in his apfwer, p. 86. acquaint^ 
me that *^ D^nSt? is i>ot paflive, adored is : 
^* And pnly cannot be comprifed in the 
" verb/'- ■ And he alfo pomplains that I 
have not confidered thp anfwers that were 
given to Mr Bedford on this article. 

But if I did not fay as much then as 
|[night fuffice for an anfwer to what had 
been objected to Mr Es derivation, I be- 
jiieve I h^ve faid as much now as may be 
Sufficient for that purppfe. Yet I (hall give 
^ diftind: anfwer to this, and another ob- 
jedion of Mr Bate's^ and juftify therein 
jhe propriety of rny own expreffion, that 
^loab may fignify a Being to be adored. 

Dp nr?t? and n^K (fays Mr Bate, Ex^ 
aminer Exafnin'dy p. 14.) imply a future 
in them, to be " nvorftnppedV But he gives 
po other reafon why they may Qpt imply 
^ future in them, fave that ^' he does 

"not 
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Hebrew Original.— -^Not in the feiife 
of cultusy worjhippedy as Mr B(ae and 
Mr Moody put it, as if it anfwered to their 
execrated \ but as Mr HoUoway takes their 
meaning right— tf^i^r^^i!? me-^numen vene-^ 
randunty or, which is the fame, numen 
venerabiie. The correfponding words to 
which from execror^ if applied to Ekdb^ 
are fuch as will not bear mentioning on this 
occafion. 

' Mr Batey p. 86. excepts againft my ex-r 
preffion——-^ Being that ought only to be 
adored. I meant it in the fenfe of i:A»r^ 
veneratione & adorathne dignusj in the fenfe 
that Mr Holhway takes the conftr udtion, a 
Being that is adorable j or fimply, the Ado- 
rable : as we ftile him in the Englijh, the 
jilwigbty^ or in French, rEiernel. And 
altho' only cannot be comprifed, as he fays, 
m the verb, yet it cannot be excluded from 
the fenfe of the participle in its applicatioa 
to the true objecftof worlhip, which isonly 
pne (in offence) according to the texts, in 

Ifaiab arid Ffalms. " Is there Eloah be- 

V; fides me ?- Who is ElodhhtMes Je- 

^' hovah ?" ^a. xliv. 8. and Pfal. xvin. 3 1. 
; . Can thefe paifeges be interpreted with 
t^c like, propriety, or indeed with any pron 

■ ^ prietf 
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priety and truth, under Mr Bate\ con-* 
ftruftion of Eloah — viz. Is there any ^x^- 
crated befides Jehovah ? 

He attempts indeed to faften a like dif- 
ficulty on Mr Bedford's conftrudbion— — • 
" Is there any ni7K OijeSi worjhipped be- 
** fides me ? " This (fays he) " would 
" imply a very notorious falftiood," Exam. 
ExamrCdj p, 13. But if he will be 
pleafed to put it, as Mr Bedford did, ^e 
Being religioujly to be worjhipped^ colendus^ 
he will find that there is no impropriety in 
it. 

He fays, " he doth not know of any 
" participle in Hebrew like the participle in 
" dm in Latin.'' Exam. Examiridy p. 14. 
Yet he has given us an inftance of this him- 
felf in his Scrip, meaning of Jkim^ &c, 
p. 112. in intDD, Lev. xiv. which he ren- 
ders by bim that was to be cleanfed. And 
fo Pagnin in his Lexicon — " Participium, 
^' Lev. xiv. 7. Et ftillare faciat fuper 
" inDDH mundatum, /. e. mundandum, 

" aut eum qui mundari debet. Et ca- 

" piet IHDdS pro mundando duos pafTeres 

" VIVOS. 

Thus alfo NiiJ in Niphal Benoniy is //- 
mendus as well as terribilis : and is fo ren- 
dered 
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Ati^A in die Lexicons. fHfii h^ is Jbiia 
fvrmUfifiduSy as the interlmeary verfion 
gives it : Nor is our own verfion impcopery 
vifs. Tf Ixxxix. S. God is gredtly to be 
feared in the a^mbly of the 8aintSy tisA H 
he had in reverence dF all about him. 

Another inftance of this kind i^ 
¥?nD, Tf. cxiii. 3. laUdahiUs^ laud^ndus^ 
ftortiy to bepraifed. 

But ^^ the vau^ he fays^ «i die third 
^* order, doth not admit of gny fuch con- 
«* ftru^on/' But why doth not a paffiv« 
participle with vau admit of it, as well as a 
paffive partici^Je without n^au ? And what 
then fluiU we fey to n^a^ ijpoken of the 
King's daughter^ Pf. xlv. 14. She is AS 
gbriouSj inclytaj bonorabilis honor anda. I 
think all interpr^ers agree this is in p^d- 
ciple pabuL 

A N D as for the EngKJh phrafes, whkh 
Mr Bate excepts againft, viz. to be w^r- 
Jhippedy to be adoredy as implying a future 
in diem, they fignify no more, according 
to the ufage of the language, than worthy 
rfworjhipy and having claim to adoration. 

But Mr Holloway has taken the moft 
pains of all my opponents to fhew how very 
improbable that derivation is, which I have 

called 
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cafled a ^cious me* And in his fourth 
particular Remark^ from p^ j6 to p*^ 25* 
he has drawn together all his forces to ex- 
pofe my fuggeftion, and ta (hew that ufy-a^ 
6ic can have no bujinef$ here. 

His firft reafon from the table, w>. 
^^ that one fipping l^lpw, cannot poflibly 
^* trouble the water which another drinks 
♦« higher up the ftr^ara,'* hath certainly no 
hifinels here : 3ecauie it hath never beeii 
fu^efted or fuppoled, by thofe who have 
efpoufed this dOTvation, that nW t9 'mr^ 
jhify is n^t originally » Beh'ew word, or 
that it had not its currency onpe io a purer 
ftream than that in which i|: is now 
found. Aad tho' it is now tp be n^et with 
only jb the trpuhkd waters, being fought 
for and ddii^ed in vain by thofe who drink 
faigheft up the ftrean^, muft we th^refoFc 
rejed It merely h^auie we ^fcover it in a 
mbcture, and do not receive it in its native 
purity? 

His next jreafon is, Bec^ufe the ideas 
«f roots m\x^ be fuitabk to their fubjeifts, 
C^r. ** The obje<as of wprfhip to the peo- 
" .pl« cali'd Ar^bs^ till ^t> tiine ofMahum^ 
** meJ, were the Sun, the Horned Moon, 
^* and even the Serpent. Thefe were their 

« ado- 
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«* uJoruhks. Neither could aiiy jirab irt 
•• thofe days have any notion of any adora^ 
•* ble Being, higher than thefc dead agents 
« and idols/' 

But might not their verb n'jK tc adore, 
be ncverthdcfs an Hebrenv word, and ap- 
plied originally to its proper objcft, n)iz. 
the Being who is truly worthy of adora- 
tion ? Is not Elabtm, even as interpreted 
by Mr HoUoway himfelf, applied to all 
kinds of idols among the Heathen, which 
are yet not Elabim ?^ Is the idea therefore 
oi /wearing rendered unfuitable to the fob* 
ytOi to which he applies it, becauie AJhta-- 
rotb and Baal-zebub were called Elabim f 

But {(ays Mr Holioway, for this is his 
third argument) " the mere fignificatipn 
•* of the Arabic Alahay to adore, is proof 
'^ that this could not furnifh a root for the 
*• Hebrew name Elabim i for God could 
'* not be called God in confequence of this 
«* that he was worjbipped, or was to be war^ 
^^Jhipped by men, but he was, on the con- 
** trary, to be wor /hipped by men in confe- 
" quence of his being God, and of his^ 
** being called God on foine other ac- 
" count/' 

So 



So thal^ according to this r^foning) w^ 
pn whatfoever account he i(yas called Godj, 
ivhdther from his having Jhvorn^ or froni 
any other reafon, provided he was not cal- 
led fo from being adorable^ he might, vl\ 
confequence of fuch appellation, be wor^ 
Jhipped. But if he took his name from 
worjhip^ then he could have no title to the 
thing itfelf. Is not this pretty extraor- 
dinary ? Or is the fenfe and propriety of 
fdorable^ in its application to the Supreme 
Being, deftroyed by this argument^ 

No body would fuppofe that he was 
called God in confequence of ads of ador 
ration paid him; but he is worfhipped by 
men in confequence of his being adorubU 
in Hmfelf^ and of his being called, and 
truly called ^be Adorable. TJiis, I think, 
is as intelligible, and as agreeable to good 
fenfe as Mr Holhway\ way of confidering 
it, viz. that he is worfhipped by men in 
confequence of his having fworny or in 
confequence of his being callod Elabim, the 
fi»earersy covenanters^ &c. 

But he adds, p* 19* On what account 
foever this name were framed, " flill it 
" muft have been properly inherent in, and 
« to be attributed to, himfelf,*' (I fuppofe 



he means the idea given hy die name, 
touft be the idea of fomething properly in*- 
herent, &c.) " and then, after that, he 
** would be in confequehce adorable^ or to 
•* be worfhipped on account, and with re- 
" fpeft, of //. This muft have been the 
f * order and fequence of the matter." 

But God's right; to adoration was as 
fearly as the creation of any intelligent crea- 
tures capable of worfhipping him : And 
this right is properly inherent in, and t6 
be attributed to Ifimfelf : And not only fa, 
but is unalienable from Himfelf. It was 
prior to his Jhvearing or covenanting j ac^ 
cording to Mr H-^n's date of thofe a^s. 
And this, therefore, I believe, will prove 
to be the true order and fequence of the 
matter* 

Ht lays, " No aft of man could dcno- 
^* minatc God. It is, (fays he) I doubt, 
^* ahnoft blaff^emy to fay fi>/' 

Ne I t h t r could the aft of angels d6^ 
nommate him. But he mig^t'be denoh!^^ 
nated neverthelefs from hh owh juft and 
ible claim to thofe a^fts, both of atagels and 
jnen, that are, ot dught tp be, confer 
^ucnt upon that claim* 

'^ . . V _ ^ '- 'But 



But Uoji* as Mx Ehlhw4y conehide^ 
diis article, ^^ having once pleafed to dc- 
^ ckrc or Fcvieal hinifelf by any of his 
« own, whether c&ntial or perfonai names, 
" to us, as he pleafed, it muft from thence 
^ follow, that we fliould fall down to wor- 
" fhip and adore him." p. 19. 

True; and this follows more clearly 
ftill, if he has revealed himfelf by a name^ 
fignifying that none is to be worflbipped, or 
16 worthy to be worfliipped, but hirafcl£ 

Indeed jtiSk, thus explained, doth 
not exprefs any of the grounds on which 
God is to be worfhipped, but it implies 
them all^ and leads us natumlly to think of 
them all. Whereas if rw'jK be interpreted 
accurfedy and tSfiTb^ fwearerSy only a par- 
tial idea of the Divine Nature, attributes,- 
and relations to man, is fuggefted, and: 
the other parts omitted, or at leaA are not 
fo naturally brought under confideration. 

His fourth argument is the f^me with' 
his fecond, but a little diverfified, viz. 
•* The root Alaba^ to worfiipy being ap- 
" plied only by the Arabs before Mahum- 
" med to the Sun, Moon, Serpents, &c. 
^* as it would have beea to a beetle, or an 
^* onion, had they been* their divine obi* 
0^2 .^^jeds,. 
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<< jc&Sj emdd mf be the root even for them ; 
i< as giving no defcriptive idea of &eir na« 
^* turc, operations, &c. which it certainly 
^« would have done, had it been the true 
^^ root of thoie names/' liid. 

That is, he fuppofes the jirabs muft 
certainly have clofely followed, in their 
language, the fame rules that Mr H^^n 
has laid down for the impoiidon of names 
m Hthrew. But there is neither proof, nor 
indeed probability of this. They who 
were fo ftupid as to worfhip fuch obje&S as 
^ey did, piay eafily be conceived to have 
applied words to thofe objefh, as unfuita-^ 
ble to them as their own wor(hip was ; or 
to have degraded honourable terms, which 
they had adopted from another language, 
into a fenfe derogatory from their prinu- 
dve meaning, 

Bu T he goes further, and tells us, p. 20. 
*^ Therefore jilaba^ wheh applied to thofc 
<^ objefts, moft undoubtedly was a mif- 
«• written word, or made by corruption 
•* from a mixture of two other roots, viz. 
*^ from vhv to be high or hfiy^ ^d 7^11 to 
^^Jhine or to praife'' 

S o here are more Arabic roots referr'd to 
the Jisbrem^ or original Hebrew roots £>und 
t ' mif* 
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mifapplied in the >frtf^/V tongue. And rather 
ihari he will acknowledge the Arabic verb 
hSk to have been once Hebrew too, tho* it 
correfpbnds by its immutable n, its forma- 
tion, found, and fenfe to a noun now in the 
£&^r«w language, he chufes to fuppofe it 
the corruption of two Hebrew roots com- 
pounded, viz. WnKby * : and then would 
arjgue from thence, that the idea of adora- 
bleneis among the Arabians being different 
from our idea of worjhipy we very impro- 
perly cite this corrupted compound as a 
fpecious root for Etobim\ nay, he infinu- 
ates, that to do fo is a very great and abo- 
minable crime, p. 21. 

T H E htinoufnefs of the crime will howr 
ever be fomething mitigated by this confi- 
deration, that Mr HolUmay is the firft who 
hath afTerted that " moji undoubtedly it wai- 
^* a mifwritten word^ or made by corrup-^ 
** tion of this mixture." And even after 
this ailertion of his, the crime, I prefume» 
will not be confefled, till he has given 
more convincing proofs that the cxtraor- 

f Th^ A^ahians^ whenever the/ meotion Gfi^t Ailr 
Km n\^VT\ rlb>^H Z)f«/ alttjimus, from K^y Altu^ fuit\ 
Which title, according to Mr Hollfmaf\ etymology^ would 
ia&r a manx&ft tautology. 

dinary 



dinary com|!QUHd he has produced, Vfi^ 
the true origmal of the jiratic n?^ tih 
worjbip. 

And upon the whole of what has been 
laid both by him and the other Gentkmen^ 
againft the derivation of ^oab and its plu^ 
r^ Elobimj from an Hebrew Jlah fignify- 
ing to adore^ and tranfmitted to us thro*, 
the Arabic tongue, I can fee no reaibn, as 
yet, to depart from my former opinion, 
that it is the moji fpecious etymology of 
thoie words that has hitherto been given. 

I SHOULD not fhutppwhat has. been 
£dd upon Elohim^ without taking notice of 
fome infinuations in Mr Moody ^ piece, and 
in the Chrifiian Plariy that I am weakerang 
the proofs of the dodtrine of the Trinity, 
ib far as they are taken from the Old Ten 
ftament. 

Mr Moody tells us, p, 78. that Mr K 
has remarked of the afofiate JewSy that 
'^ their pretended conceiiions are more ma- 
" lignant than their open evafions. They 
" will, fays he, allow you the Trinityi if 
" you will allow them to confound the 
<' meaning' of nS», and Sk, and" fuch 
" odier words which are its ftrongeft evi- 
*^ dpnce, fo allow it upon falfe evidence. 
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<' If Dr Sharp has given occa£ba£>r an ill- 
'' natur*d application, I am fdrry for it, 
" make it who will, for I fhall not.'* 

I AM forry, in my turn, that any one 
of my Reverend Brethren fhoiild carry his 
veneration for Mr fTs notions or fayingSy 
fo far as to feem to agree with him in 
what is here advanced: or rather, as 1 
take it, in what has efcaped from an hafty 
writer in the warmth of his indignation 
againft the JewSy and under the influence 
of a ftrong conception, that all his own 
conftru&ions were undoubtedly right. 
But will Mr M)6dy fay, that the ftrongefl: 
evidence of the Trinity lies in Mr fl*s 
meaning of hSm and Sk, and fuch other 
words? Or that to allow it upon other 
evidence, is to allow it upon falfe evi- 
dence? 

I CANNOT' think he will. And if he 
will not, to what end has he ihewn his 
good nature, in declaring he will not mabe 
an ill natur^d application of this pafiage tt> 
ihyfelf^ if I have given occafion for it ? 

Perhaps likewife I may be rented. 

In the private judgment of the Author of 

the Chnfiim Plan, one oftbofe by *? whom 

J^ &e fui^damental dodrines of Chriftinni^ 

; . " are 
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which had given the offence before, he 
obliges me to repeat and prefs my advice a 
fettle ftronger, and to adnDonijh him (yet m 
a brother) that he would forbear to aflert 
what is contrary to the do6trine of the Ca- 
tholick Church, or to fay any thing that 
may feem to border upon giving up any 
of the fundamental Articles of the Chri- 
ftian Faith. He doth not indeed now 
treat the catholick ftile of Eternal Genera^. 
Hon with that feverity and contempt that he 
did before, when he called it ^Jiupid felf^ 
contradiSling notion^ which came from an 
apojlate Jew, &c. but he enters with more 
calninefs and deliberation upon an argu-* 
ment "that the only begotten Son is not the 
" Divinity, but the Humanity of Chrift* 
*^ That Chrift, as man, was the Son, be^ 
^^ gotten of God: And as he was the on^\ 
^* Man fo begotten^ he was the only be-- 
^* gotten : That no other Perfon was bc- 
** gotten, unlefs there could be more «»- 
^ begottens than one : That Chrift, a$ 
« Man, was begotten^ not madei that he 
^ may be faid to have been begotten before 
*« the worlds as the Grace of God is faid to 
*5 be given us in him before the world, or 
<^ {18 he ig faid to be the Lawk fiain frowk 
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^^ the founiatim of it.'' Serif. Mean, of 
Aleim^ p. 51. 

To enter into any formal difpute with 
Mr Bate^ on what he hath thus occaiionally 
thrown out, is beiide the prefect' l>uiinei[s« 
Yet he muft fufier me briefly to remind 
him of what is faid in the Creeds^ (to which 
he hath fubfcribed, and which he ufes in his 
public miniftrations) touching this article. 

The word begotten is no otherwifc ufed 
in them, than with rcfpedl toChrift's Di^ 
i)ine Nature^ fo far is it fron* being a term 
appropriated to his Humanity* In the M- 
cetie Creed the only begotten Son is explained* 
by his being begotten of the Father before aU 
worldsy God of Qod^ 6cc. And in that 
afcribed to St Athanqfius.^'^l^t is faid to b^ 
God of the fubftance of the Father ^ begotten, 
before the ^worlds. And in the Creeds com«, 
rtionly called the rApofihs^ where . the ex^i^ 
preflions are not fo iRiU and explicit a$ iq» 
the others, mly' Son is ncverthelefs to b© 
interpreted, if not altogether, yettno/iemi^ 
nently of Ghrift's Divinity^ 2^ has been^ 
Ihewn, I thiiik, beyond aU rcafoiiable. 
4oubt *. 

♦ BXJLLl Jui. Etch Caih io^, V. andSfc/ Jid.KU. 
Si^. z. ^parfiu on th^ artid^ HIS ONJLY S0|^. ^ 

r, ', AgAINj 
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Aqaih y it is faid in one o£ ^tCreedf. 
that he was begotten not made ^ and in ano- 
rfier, that he was not made^ npr oreatedy 
but. kegoften. Yet neither of thqf^ propp- 
fitions. can ftand, if thay be applied, («! 
they are by qur Author) to tbt JfumMtty.. 
^hne^.^ For Chrift as Man^, was mde of a, 
wotpan^ was Man, ofthifubjiance of his Mo- 
ther J ^nd therefore it cannot be faid^that;^ as 
]j4a^^ he wa8 hegotteq, not made^ And tot 
il3J;9rpret the, word? of thefc.Ot^^ to m^ean^ 
that ChJpift was begotten before the v^ fid only 
in the decree of thg Father, or as the 
Grace of God is faid to be given us in him 
before the worlds tho' it be the Socinian way 
of evading the Catholic dodtrine, yet it is as 
repugnant to the Nicene Faith, as it would 
be to fay that Chrift, as Man^ is very God 
of very God\ or that he is, as Man^ of one 
fubjiance with the Father. Neither doth it 
follow, *from Chrift's "bei^g t^ie only begot-- 
ten Son of God, both as Gody and as Many 
that there are more Unbegottem than one^ as 
Mr Bate apprehends : But what follows is 
this ; that Chrift, the only begotten Son of 
God, i^fuch in more refpedls than one. 

There can be no need to run thefe 
lengths in fetting forth and recommending 

Mr 
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Mr jETs difcoveries, or in defending what«> 
ever is deienfible in his writings. Mr B(ae 
is a paftor of oor Church, as well as a friend 
to Mr H's memory : And ibould remem- 
ber his attachments to the'doArine and 
iaith profefled in the Church of England^ 
as wdl as thoTe to his late Inftruftor and 
and Benefadx)n And as there doth not 
appear any fort of reafon why he ihould 
intermix any of thefe heterodox notions in 
our diipute about the meaning and ufage 
of fome Hebrew words, I intreat him once 
more to forbear them. 
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